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Letters may have been 
shortened because of 
space. Some names may 
have been changed 


Right to refuse 

It is now clear that the Israelis are us¬ 
ing cluster bombs in Lebanese civilian 
areas, which are designed to kill and 
maim indiscriminately. In addition, it is 
reported that the US has delivered at 
least 100 ‘bunker-buster’ bombs con¬ 
taining depleted uranium warheads. 

In the face of such immense suffer¬ 
ing on all sides why has Tony Blair fol¬ 
lowed George W Bush in refusing to 
call for an immediate ceasefire? If this 
is a joint US-UK strategy of allowing 
Israel sufficient time to invade south 
Lebanon, wipe out Hezbollah and ex¬ 
tend its border to annex a buffer zone, 
it will both fail and prove highly coun¬ 
terproductive in the long term by 
breeding further hatred and future ter¬ 
rorist activity. 

The US and UK must join the rest 
of the world in calling for an immedi¬ 
ate ceasefire. Israel will not be able to 
withstand pressure from its major 
backer and arms supplier, the US. This 
will also enable the creation of a unit¬ 
ed front with the Arab world in pres¬ 
surising Hezbollah to enter into 
serious peace negotiations, including 
the exchange of prisoners. 

Tony Blair must now refuse the 
Bush regime the right to transport 
these weapons through our country 
and airspace. If he refuses I believe 
that any workers associated with this 
transport activity have every right to 
refuse to assist in transporting these 
weapons on the grounds that they are 
being used in a way that is contrary 
to international law. 

John McDonnell MP 
Westminster 

Majority position 

Guy Maddox’s letter on Tony Green- 
stein’s view of the Zionist project and 
the left’s response to it is dishonest 
(Weekly Worker July 27). 

The notion that Tony is against a 
“two-state solution because Blair, 
Bush and Olmert support it” is absurd 
and unprovable. The reasons have 
been given by Tony over the whole 
series of articles he has done for the 
Weekly Worker. 

Anti-Zionists start from the pro¬ 
spective of the oppressed nation and 
what their demands are, not a schema 
projected from afar, such as the Zion¬ 
ist ‘two-state’ solution. 

The demand, historically, of the Pal¬ 
estinians was for a democratic and 
secular Palestine. Period. As Tony 
points out, the CPGB’s own variant of 
the Zionist solution is the worst of 
both worlds: it is both religiously ex¬ 
clusive and undemocratic precisely 
because it rests on a supposed eth- 
no/religious exclusion, which is what 
Zionism is all about (Letters, July 27). 

A truly democratic solution can 
only be based on Arab/Palestinian 
majority rule. It can only be based on 
the right of return of all Palestinians 
to their ancestral homes. It can only 
be based on a single unitary state that 
excludes no one based on religious or¬ 
igin. Ergo the end of the Zionist 
project or, to put in more blunt terms, 
the destruction of the state of Israel. 

The issue of self-defined ‘Israelis’, 
Jews born there or the large Hebrew¬ 
speaking majority of the current Zion¬ 
ist state can only be solved within the 
above democratic framework, reject¬ 
ed by the CPGB. CPGB heavyweight 
Jack Conrad can write reams of paper 
on why Scotland is not a nation, but, 
without a second thought, automati¬ 
cally ascribes this to Jews and thus 
their rights to a ‘homeland’. 

David Walters 
San Francisco 


No challenge 

Rarely has it been my misfortune to 
waste time reading such an ill-con¬ 
structed critique, totally lacking in co¬ 
hesion and substance, as Jack 
Conrad’s latest ‘contribution’ on the 
Scottish national question (‘Nation¬ 
alist myths are not Marxism’, July 27). 
Given that this is far from the first time 
I have encountered Conrad’s out¬ 
pourings on this matter, this is quite a 
bold statement to make! 

Needless to say, I take a diametri¬ 
cally opposed view on this question, 
but am always willing to be subjected 
to writers trying to challenge my views, 
as it is only through such contribu¬ 
tions that a dialectical understanding 
of history can be achieved. 

With that in mind I found some in¬ 
terest from Jack’s bold assertion that 
he was going to subject the claim that 
Scotland was ever an independent 
nation-state to “serious examination” 
by “interrogating claims of medieval 
Scottish nationhood”. 

Unfortunately what we found was 
nothing of the sort. The piece focused 
entirely on the wars of independence, 
when in fact they dealt with anything 
relating to the question at hand. Some 
important questions such as the 1707 
union, Jacobinism or language can, we 
are told, be “dealt with” at some later 
date, while others such as the refor¬ 
mation or clanship are not mentioned 
at all, which seems kind of strange, 
given Jack’s chosen subject matter. 

So, having chosen to prove how a 
Scottish nation has never existed 
through “examination” of the wars of 
independence, could we at least ex¬ 
pect some conclusive testimony to 
come from the pen of our mighty sage? 
Sadly not. 

When I read the description of Ed¬ 
ward Longshanks as a “revolutionary 
centraliser”, I was immediately remind¬ 
ed of Tory attempts to describe 
Thatcher as a political “radical”. Such 
use of language, while technically ar¬ 
guable, only serves to devoid it of any 
real meaning. 

We would be as well describing 
George W Bush as a revolutionary 
centraliser in today’s world. Indeed 
for Fallujah 2004, those with any 
knowledge of Scottish history can 
easily look back to Berwick 1296, for 
comparisons of brutality and oppres¬ 
sion under the heel of expansionist 
plunder. 

But, hell, why not just call a spade a 
spade? While the imperialism of today 
bears no resemblance to that of the 
pre-capitalist world, its essential, un¬ 
derlying philosophy has changed lit¬ 
tle for millennia. Plunder, oppression, 
military occupation, murder, corrup¬ 
tion - all done for the benefit of the 
contemporary ruling class. 

While Edward Longshanks may 
not have possessed a share portfolio, 
there can be no doubt in the minds of 
any objective reading of history that 
his actions in Scotland, not to men¬ 
tion Ireland and Wales, stink of impe¬ 
rialist grandeur. A ‘communist’ acting 
as imperialist apologist - well, let’s face 
it, Jack would hardly be the first from 
the massed ranks of the oh-so British 
left to fall into this trap. 

What makes it worse though is that 
Jack is so blinded by his hatred of Scot¬ 
tish nationalism that it jaundices his 
whole take on this period. Furthermore 
when that is mixed up with a straight- 
jacket strictness of dogmatic Marxian 
economism, it leaves Jack with little 
choice but to look for any argument, 
no matter how futile or petty, against 
the liberation movement led by Wal¬ 
lace. 

So let’s make a “serious examina¬ 
tion” of just one aspect of Jack’s cri¬ 
tique. It is important to draw 
distinctions between the rebellion of 
Wallace and Moray, and the later vic¬ 
tory at Bannockburn. Important, be¬ 


cause the character of the resistance 
to English feudal colonialism 
changed markedly through these 
years, from a mass popular basis 
among largely those of no property, 
to one which did have the support of 
the majority of the Scottish nobility, 
thus cementing some form of Scot¬ 
tish national consciousness, al¬ 
though nobody would argue that 
Scottishness then was anything like 
Scottishness now, as Jack attempts 
to claim. 

Not once in his “serious examina¬ 
tion” does Jack compare those foot 
soldiers fighting on opposing sides at 
Stirling Bridge. What forces brought 
them to the field of battle? While Ed¬ 
ward’s feudal host needs no explana¬ 
tion, those fighting on the other side 
were of a qualitatively different char¬ 
acter, and to understand what brought 
them there would require an under¬ 
standing of the class war that had 
raged across Scotland since the arrival 
of the Norman land-grabbers. 

Unfortunately, Jack does not see fit 
to mention this phenomenon, which 
is disappointing, because without it, 
it is hard to understand what brought 
together this force of the dispos¬ 
sessed, the landless, clansmen and 
freemen from the burghs. It certainly 
wasn’t due to any feudal obligation 
to the ridiculed ‘Toom Tabard’ despite 
the fact history tells us it was carried 
out in his name. Given the fact that the 
Scottish nobility had pledged their 
allegiance to Edward and signed the 
infamous ‘Ragman’s Roll’, just what 
was it that brought these forces to¬ 
gether to take the field against what 
was probably the most powerful army 
in the world at the time? 

Jack cannot begin to contemplate 
this question because it would require 
a far deeper understanding than that 
presented as a war between two feu¬ 
dal armies in which the downtrodden 
masses were mere tools of the barons. 

It is my contention that this first 
phase of the ‘wars of independence’ 
was the renewal of hostilities in the 
longer class war. The dispossessed 
rose up against Edward not at the 
command of feudal lords, but against 
the express demands of these same 
lords, most of whom took the field with 
Edward. It was a war fought largely 
not by schiltroms, although they 
played their part, but by the guerrilla 
tactics still favoured by resistance 
movements across the world. It was a 
war that brought together the lowest 
sectors of society in Scotland largely 
as volunteers, to rid the country of 
this benign “revolutionary centralis¬ 
er”. 

Of course, there has long been an 
antidote to this view from inside Scot¬ 
land, that of the ruling class. The one 
where Wallace’s background as laird 
and knight is played up, where his loy¬ 
alty to the throne is paramount, and 
which makes no mention of the con¬ 
tinued betrayal of the people’s strug¬ 
gle by the nobility, nor the eventual 
treachery when Wallace was handed 
over to the English authorities. It is a 
view that portrays Bruce as the major 
figure, with Wallace just setting the 
scene for him. It was in opposition to 
this view that Blind Harry wrote the 
epic Wallace , a ‘bestseller’ for centu¬ 
ries, despite Jack bravely telling us 
that its story was largely a 19th cen¬ 
tury invention. 

This should come as no shock be¬ 
cause it is the same the world over. 
Ruling class interpretations of history 
rule the roost in every society: this is 
why it is important that we as working 
class socialists fight to recover our 
own suppressed history. It is sad, al¬ 
though not the least bit surprising, that 
Conrad adopts this ruling class analy¬ 
sis of history and attempts to give it 
some sort of left face, 
lain MacMhicheil 
email 


Union turn 

Rob Bennett mocks Martin Thomas 
of the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty for 
suggesting that Scottish trade union¬ 
ists in the Scottish Socialist Party or¬ 
ganising alongside those in UK-wide 
unions would undermine the nation¬ 
alism of the SSP (Letters, July 27). 

But why would such organisation 
on issues such as the rank and file, 
establishing and implementing good 
union policy, particularly around UK¬ 
wide strikes, not do so? I don’t think 
Martin Thomas was arguing that it was 
the only way to combat separatism 
and nationalism, but an important part 
of the way. 

Peter Burton 

SSP Workers Unity member 

Think again 

Socialists in Britain must support na¬ 
tional self-determination for Ireland, 
but Irish socialists must oppose the 
Irish nationalism that is the basis for 
the demand for national self-determi¬ 
nation. This appears to be your view, 
according to your Draft programme. 

The only basis for this illogical po¬ 
sition is British national chauvinism, 
in which the task of freeing Ireland be¬ 
comes one for progressive British 
workers, while passive Irish workers 
stand mute as their British brothers 
carry out the task on their behalf. 
Think again, and try and work out the 
difference between the nationalism of 
the oppressed and that of the oppres¬ 
sor. 

By the way, as I am Irish, I have no 
intention of taking instruction from 
you on my internationalist duties. You 
can shove it up your transitional pro¬ 
gramme, as far as I am concerned. 
Harry Wells 
email 

Expelled 

Recently, I wrote an article concern¬ 
ing events at the Marx Memorial Li¬ 
brary (‘From Star wars to library wars’, 
May 25). The story has now moved 
on, as comrade Mike Squires re¬ 
counts in the Morning Star (July 19). 

“In April, I wrote a letter to the Morn¬ 
ing Star urging people to join the 
Marx Memorial Library. The next day, 
by recorded delivery, I received a let¬ 
ter from the MML chairwoman Mary 
Rosser telling me that it was proposed 
that I be expelled for writing such a 
letter. 

“I was, under rule, to be allowed to 
appeal that decision, taken by the fi¬ 
nance and general purposes commit¬ 
tee, at a general management committee 
meeting May 11. At that meeting, I read 
out a statement refuting the allegation 
against me and asking to be shown of 
what rule I had broken. No evidence 
was ever shown me. 

“By now, the charge had altered. I 
was no longer accused of writing to a 
paper without library committee au¬ 
thority, but with being a member of the 
imaginatively named Mike Squires 
Group. This group, was, allegedly, try¬ 
ing to take control of the library for the 
Communist Party of Britain. No man¬ 
agement committee member is a CPB 
member. Only a third of management 
committee members are elected each 
year, so, even if the allegation were 
true, it would take some time to ‘take 
control’. 

“I told the committee that I do meet 
with like-minded individuals to dis¬ 
cuss the library, but this is not a crime. 
It is not in violation of library rules and 
does not infringe upon the Charity 
Commissioner’s guidelines for the 
running of charities. Much was made 
of the library’s charitable status in the 
lead-up to my expulsion. 

“Last Thursday, I received a letter 
announcing my expulsion. Once 
again, not a shred of evidence was 


forthcoming. I have written an¬ 
nouncing my intention to appeal 
against expulsion at the next general 
meeting. 

“I again urge people to join the li¬ 
brary. It is a worthy institution that 
warrants full support of all in the la¬ 
bour movement.” 

For my part, I would urge readers to 
support Mike’s continuing appeal by 
writing in to the management commit¬ 
tee and protesting at his absurd expul¬ 
sion. Members should attend the next 
library general meeting and give com¬ 
rade Squires their full support. 

The Marx Memorial Library should 
be the property of the whole move¬ 
ment and this decision sets an extreme¬ 
ly worrying precedent for our future 
use of the building. I have also noticed 
that membership requirements are 
much more stringent than in the past. 
The aim of this appears to be to ac¬ 
tively discourage new members, par¬ 
ticularly those with communist 
politics deemed unacceptable by loy¬ 
al Labourites such as Mary Rosser. 

While I fully support Mike’s case, 
it is clear that his group of allies needs 
broadening beyond the CPB. If open 
meetings to discuss the library’s fu¬ 
ture were to be held among interested 
parties (to which the management 
committee could also be invited to put 
their case), this would certainly under¬ 
cut the allegation that Mike is merely 
plotting on behalf of the CPB. It could 
also unleash enough energy to de¬ 
mocratise the library, something that 
would benefit everybody. 

Lawrence Parker 
London 

Badge of honour 

The passing of Ted Grant is sad news. 
Of the three Trotskyite leaders in 
post-war Britain, Grant and his Mili¬ 
tant Tendency arguably had the most 
impact on mainstream politics, com¬ 
pared to his rivals, Cliff and Healy. 

When it comes to studying British 
hard-left organisations in the second 
half of the last century, only Grant’s 
Militant and the CPGB are likely to fig¬ 
ure in bourgeois political histories. 
That is a badge of honour for comrade 
Grant, despite his path not being one 
that saw the red flag flying over Buck¬ 
ingham Palace. 

Len Trotter 
email 

Systemic failure 

The Electoral Reform Society recent¬ 
ly published its report on the 2006 lo¬ 
cal elections in England. The report 
identified the first-past-the-post vot¬ 
ing system as being deeply flawed and 
in need of change. 

The key findings of the report were: 
in six London boroughs and six met¬ 
ropolitan authorities there was a 
‘wrong winner’, in that the party that 
won the most votes did not take the 
most seats; many councils are effec¬ 
tively one-party states with little op¬ 
position to provide effective scrutiny, 
raising the increased possibility of 
corruption. 

In almost every local authority area 
that was studied, there was a failure 
of the system and voters are simply 
not being fairly represented. It is un¬ 
fair on candidates and parties and 
especially on voters. It is no wonder 
that there is a crisis of confidence in 
our democracy and low levels of turn¬ 
out in elections. 

Advocates of first-past-the-post 
say that it is simple and that the party 
that gets the most votes wins. Quite 
clearly, this is often not the case. 

The government cannot ignore the 
failings of the voting system. There 
needs to be a full review of the way in 
which we elect local councils. 

John Smithee 
Cambridgeshire 
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Keeping silent over 
‘offensive’ film 



T he filming in London’s East End 
of Monica’s Ali’s Booker award- 
nominated novel Brick Lane 
about Bangladeshi life has been 
scrapped on police advice. 

Two weeks ago Ruby Films, in asso¬ 
ciation with Film Four, abandoned at¬ 
tempts to film in the community where 
the book is based. A small group of 
politicians, shop-owners and residents 
who originate in the Sylheti area of 
Bangladesh say that Ali, who is of 
mixed Bangladeshi-English parentage, 
does not represent the community, 
knows nothing about it and indeed has 
insulted it. 

This supposed insult stems from 
Bengali characters in her novel who 
mock Sylhetis - they form the majority 
of Brick Lane’s Bengali population - as 
“dirty little monkeys”. They are “Un¬ 
educated. Illiterate. Close-minded.” 

However, despite the cancellation a 
planned demonstration went ahead on 
July 30. The protest followed previous 
attacks on the book by the same petty 
bourgeois community leaders in 2003, 
when it was published. 

Following the initial announcement 
that filming would cease there has also 
been a split in the ranks of the liberal 
intelligentsia. Rightly, there were those 
who saw a parallel between the Brick 
Lane protests and the Christian funda¬ 
mentalist attacks on Jerry Springer: 
the opera , the storming of Birmingham 
Rep by Sikhs protesting against Gur- 
preet Bhatti’s play Behzti and the fat- 
wah issued against Salman Rushdie 
over The Satanic verses. 

Rushdie, along with Gillian Slovo, 
Hari Kunzru, Hanif Kureishi and Lisa 
Appignanesi, deputy president of the 
English branch of the writers’ associa¬ 
tion PEN, signed a joint statement de¬ 
fending Monica Ah. However, this was 
attacked by the feminist Germaine 
Greer. Writing in The Guardian , Greer 
said: “The community has the moral 
right to keep the film-makers out” (July 
24). A dangerous concession to those 
who fear freedom of expression and a 
morally repugnant stance. 

So last Sunday about 60 demonstra¬ 
tors assembled at the end of Brick Lane. 
Hasanat Husain MBE, leading the dem¬ 
onstration, said that the ‘community’ 
was “offended by lies, slander and cyn¬ 
icism”. He said there should be “a limi¬ 
tation to what you can write or can say, 
because we live in a multi-lingual and 
multi-cultural society, which all of us 
contributed to”, adding that the book 
had “negatively portrayed and offend¬ 
ed our community”. With chants of 
“Monica’s book - full of lies, full of slan¬ 
der” and “Stop demeaning the Bangla¬ 
deshi community”, the protest then 
proceeded to march along Brick Lane, 
finishing up at nearby Altab Ali park. 

At the head of the campaign is the 
chair of the Brick Lane Traders Asso¬ 
ciation and owner of several business¬ 
es in the area, Abdus Salique. A Labour 
councillor in Tower Hamlets, Salique 
had allegations of postal vote fraud 
levelled against him at the time of the 
2005 general election. He was amongst 
the most prominent supporters of 
Oona King, the Blairite defeated by 
Respect’s George Galloway. He report¬ 
edly smeared supporters of Respect 
with allegations of intimidation. Also 
prominent in the protest was Syed 
Nurul Islam, Liberal Democrat candi¬ 
date in 2005. 

The protests could be viewed as part 
of wider fight against Respect. There 
is definitely an agenda to lever support 


Petty bourgeoisie on the march 

away from Galloway and Respect. The 
politics of the Tower Hamlet’s Bengali 
population are dominated by various 
prominent businessmen who both co¬ 
operate with, and rival, each other. 
They own restaurants, shops, small 
factories and run import-export compa¬ 
nies. They also take their families, sup¬ 
porters and retainers from one political 
party to another in the attempt to get 
themselves elected as councillors and 
promoted to positions of influence. So 
there is considerable chopping and 
changing. Labour to Lib Dems and 
now Respect, of course. 

The politics of these men are extreme¬ 
ly conservative when it comes to social 
issues. Hence the sensitivity of Respect 
when it comes to abortion, women’s 
rights and gay equality. As a classic 
unpopular popular front, Respect’s So¬ 
cialist Workers Party leadership bows 
to its most conservative components. 
These small capitalists are concerned to 
preserve traditional religious values, tra¬ 
ditional moral standards... and tradition¬ 
al family power relations. In short their 
politics are patriarchal. Behind their con¬ 
cern for tradition and purity lies the ex¬ 
ploitation of their own subordinate 
family members: wives, children, broth¬ 
ers, nephews. Here is the political econ¬ 
omy that drives the anti-Monica Ali 
campaign. 

What of the reaction from Tower 
Hamlets’ second party? George Gallo¬ 


way has diplomatically urged calm 
while saying that it is “dangerous to 
spread alarmist rumours about the 
protest”. He defends the “right of peo¬ 
ple to peacefully express how they 
feel”. Yet, while he did not join the pro¬ 
tests himself, he pointedly refuses to 
condemn calls for bans and censor¬ 
ship. 

Interestingly, a Respect candidate 
for the May council elections, Hus¬ 
sain Ismail, reviewed Brick Lane 
when it was published for the SWP’s 
Socialist Review. He wrote: “Moni¬ 
ca Ali only touches the surface of the 
community, its pain, suffering and 
anger, and its attempt at combat. The 
racism and poverty in reality were far 
worse. The reaction to despair in the 
Bangladeshi community was the 
hope born out of individual and col¬ 
lective struggle. It is important to read 
this book, if only to enter this neglect¬ 
ed world” (July 2003). 

Sadly, given this critical, but on bal¬ 
ance, favourable assessment, the 
SWP has disgracefully chosen to 
stay silent. But then what do we ex¬ 
pect of the SWP? It did after all sup¬ 
port Blair’s religious hatred legislation, 
showing that it is quite prepared to join 
with conservative sections of the ‘mus- 
lim community’ in calling for state bans 
and restrictions on free expression 
deemed ‘offensive’ or ‘insulting’ • 
Huw Bynon 
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ACTION 

London Communist Forum 

Sunday August 6, 5pm: ‘False promises of ultimate truth’, using 
Frederick Engels’s Anti-Diihring as a study guide. 

Diorama Arts Centre (Dl), 34 Osnaburgh Street, London NW1 
(nearest tubes: Regents Park, Great Portland Street). 

Sheffield Communist Forum 

Call Lee for details: 07958447815. 

South Wales Communist Forum 

Call Bob for details: 07816 480679. 

Stop Israel’s attacks 

Saturday August 5, 12 noon: Emergency national demonstration - 
Unconditional ceasefire now. Stop Israel’s attacks on Lebanon and 
Gaza. End Blair’s support. Assemble Hyde Park, Speakers Comer, 
for march via US embassy and Downing Street to Parliament 
Square. 

Called by Stop the War Coalition, Campaign for Nuclear 
Disarmament, Palestine Solidarity Campaign, British Muslim 
Initiative, Lebanese community organisations. 

STWC £10,000 appeal 

Donations urgently needed. Cheques, payable to ‘Stop the War 
Coalition’, to STWC, 27 Britannia Street, London WC1X 9JP. By 
debit/credit card: 020 7278 6694; www.stopwar.org.uk/new/ 
in volved/j oinonline.htm. 

Racism, liberty and the war on terror 

Saturday September 16, 9.30am to 5pm: Conference, Conway Hall, 
Central London. Speakers include: Moazzam Begg, Jeremy Corbyn, 
Gareth Peirce, Salma Yaqoob, Naima Bouteldja, Victoria Brittain, 

Louise Christian, Asad Rehman, David Rose. 

Panel discussions on the impact of anti-terror powers in the UK; 
the attack on multiculturalism; detention and incarceration; 
combating racial violence; civil liberties - the racial dimension; 
liberty and the global war on terror; campaigning against 
deportations; defending international conventions. 

Tickets £15 (£25 for funded organisations, free for refugees and 
asylum-seekers) include buffet lunch and refreshments: 
www.irr.org.uk/pdf/irr_conference_2006.pdf. 

Organised by Institute of Race Relations, 2-6 Leeke Street, London, 
WC1X 9HS; 020 7837 0041; info@irr.org.uk. 

Itoops out now 

Tuesday September 19, 7pm: Rally, International Hall, Ponds Forge, 
Sheffield. Troops out of Iraq, no attack on Iran. Speakers include 
Tony Benn, Azzam Tamimi, Lindsey German. £3/£l. 07761 471441. 
Organised by Stop the War Coalition. 

Imperialists and the Middle East 

Wednesday, September 20, 7pm: Public meeting - Tran: regime 
change, resistance and international solidarity’, Marx House, 
Clerkenwell Green, London EC1 (nearest tube: Farringdon). 

Speakers: Stan Newens, president of Liberation; Dilip Hiro, author 
Iran today. 

Organised by Socialist History Society: 020 8673 8283; 
morganshs@hotmail.com; www.socialisthistorysociety.co.uk. 

Time to go 

Saturday September 23, 1pm: Demonstration, Labour Party 
conference, Manchester. Troops out of Iraq. No attack on Iran. No 
Trident replacement. Assemble Albert Square. For details of 
transport and leaflets, badges and other materials contact Stop the 
War Coalition: 020 7278 6694; office@stopwar.org.uk. 

Organised by STWC and Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament. 

Campaign for a New Marxist Party 

Saturday November 4, 11am to 5pm: conference, Somerstown 
Community Centre, 150 Ossulston Street, London NW1 (nearest 
tubes: Euston, St Pancras). £5 (£2.50 unwaged) - cheques payable 
to ‘Critique’. 

Agenda: the need for a new party; internal democracy; 
organisational proposals. Sponsorship from groups and 
individuals welcome. Stall space for sponsors. Sponsorship offers 
and motions (by Thursday October 12) to 
intemationalism@hotmail.com; or Party Campaign, PO Box 7053, 
Glasgow G44 9AQ. 

Called by Critique. Sponsors so far: New Interventions , 

Democratic Socialist Alliance. 

Stop climate chaos 

Saturday November 4, 12 noon: Demonstration - assemble US em¬ 
bassy, Grosvenor Square, London Wl, for march to Trafalgar Square. 
Organised by Campaign against Climate Change: www.campaigncc.org. 

Organising for fighting unions 

Saturday November 11: Conference, Shoreditch town hall, London. 
What political representation for trade unionists? Delegates: £10. 
Cheques, payable to ‘Fighting Unions Fund’, to Organising for 
Fighting Unions, 9 Club Row, London El 6JX. 

Organised by Respect: 020 7613 5624; sam@respectcoalition.org. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group, email 
rdgroup@yahoo.co.uk 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the stmggle going. Put our party’s 
name and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in 
your will. If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us. 
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PALESTINE 


Fight for two states, fight 


A ‘secular, democratic Palestine’ has 
suddenly made a reappearance in Socialist 
Worker , writes Peter Manson. But it turns 
out that what is envisaged will be neither 
democratic nor secular 


I n an article entitled ‘Why “two 
states” is not the solution for Pal¬ 
estine’, the Socialist Workers Par¬ 
ty’s Alex Callinicos states: “The only 
real way out lies in the policy that the 
PLO abandoned in the mid-1970s - a 
single, secular and democratic Pales¬ 
tinian state, in which Jews and Arabs, 
Christians and muslims live together 
on the basis of equality. This may 
seem completely utopian amid the 
present carnage. But don’t the horrors 
currently unfolding demand radical 
solutions?” ( Socialist Worker Au¬ 
gust 5). 

What is particularly notable about 
this passage is the use of the word 
“secular”. True, a “single, democratic 
and secular Palestine” has never offi¬ 
cially been abandoned as SWP poli¬ 
cy, but in recent years the “secular” 
part has not exactly been shouted from 
the rooftops. In fact, so rare has the 
phrase become in SWP circles that we 
were not the only ones to suspect that 
the comrades had, like the Palestine 
Liberation Organisation, dropped it - 
only in the case of the SWP in favour 
of simply a ‘single, democratic Pales¬ 
tine’ (which might actually turn out to 
be ‘democratic’, Hamas-style). 

After all, the SWP used its block 
vote to defeat exactly the policy out¬ 
lined by comrade Callinicos above at 
the October 2004 conference of Re¬ 
spect. The SWP’s Moira Nolan suc¬ 
cessfully moved an amendment to a 
motion on Palestine in order to remove 
a paragraph which included the de¬ 
mand for “unitary, democratic and 
secular state”. “Personally I agree 
with a unitary state,” said comrade 
Nolan. “But it’s about entering into 
dialogue with people” who “might not 
join Respect if they disagree” with a 
one-state solution. 

As we commented at the time, it was 
not the words ‘unitary’ or ‘single’ that 
the SWP actually wanted to ‘disap¬ 
pear’. It was ‘secular’. That was dem¬ 
onstrated by the fact that the SWP 
also wielded its block vote to defeat a 
motion earlier in the same conference 
which ought to have been complete¬ 
ly uncontentious for any socialist: it 


Hamas: SWP first choice 
to run Palestine? 


called for Respect to adopt secularism 
- the equality of believer and non-be¬ 
liever - both in relation to its own prac¬ 
tice and vis-a-vis the state. 

This time it was Chris Bambery - 
Socialist Worker editor - who spoke 
against the motion. He said he would 
be “concerned at Respect calling it¬ 
self secular”. After all, secularism had 
been used in France to justify the is- 
lamophobic ban on the hijab in state 
schools. The implication was that sec¬ 
ularism is now a dirty word. He asked: 
“Do we have a problem here with peo¬ 
ple with extreme religious views?” No, 
came his own response to this rhetor¬ 
ical question. The real fundamental¬ 
ists are Bush and Blair, who are 
deliberately stoking up islamophobia. 
Those calling for secularism should 
“think very carefully” about whose 
game they are playing. 

This was a disgraceful slur on those 
who, unlike himself, still upheld a prin¬ 
cipled position on questions the SWP 
was now mobilising to defeat. It was 
almost as if secularism was the equiv¬ 
alent of islamophobia: that muslims 
were somehow automatically op¬ 
posed to secularism - an idea which is 
itself a form of islamophobia. 

Perhaps it is significant that on that 
occasion too it was comrade Callini¬ 
cos who attempted something of a 
corrective. He wrote a few weeks lat¬ 
er: “One of the most exciting things 
to have happened in Britain in recent 
years has been the emergence - first 
in the Stop the War Coalition and then 
in Respect - of an alliance against ne¬ 
oliberalism, racism and war that unites 
secular socialists and muslim activ¬ 
ists” (my emphasis Socialist Worker 
November 20 2004). 

But why did the SWP “secular so¬ 
cialists” vote against secularism at 
the Respect conference? The answer 
is that they believe (correctly) that 
secularism is a problem for their cur¬ 
rent allies in the mosque and the mus¬ 
lim establishment. Yet organisations 
which unite believers and non-believ¬ 
ers around a particular cause or set of 
policies - like the STWC and Respect 
- can in practice 
only oper¬ 


ate on the basis of secularism: there 
must be no special place for religion 
and no discrimination against either 
the religious or non-religious. 

Hamas democracy? 

The same applies to the state: no state 
can be considered fully democratic if 
it either offers special privileges to or 
represses followers of a particular 
belief system. Thus the United King¬ 
dom’s democracy is crippled by, 
amongst other things, its privileging 
of the Church of England, including 
the legal requirement for “an act of 
religious worship” to be carried out 
daily in all state schools. In a theocra¬ 
cy such as Iran democracy is a mere 
sham - as it would be in a Palestine 
where Hamas had secured full control 
and thus power to impose its islamist 
doctrine. 

Despite his reiteration of the tradi¬ 
tional SWP line for a “secular” Pales¬ 
tine in his latest Socialist Worker 
article, comrade Callinicos strongly 
implies that, compared to the PLO, a 
Palestinian state under Hamas would 
be more democratic. He writes: 
“Yitzhak Rabin, the Israeli prime min¬ 
ister who embarked on the ‘peace 
process’, did so on the cynical as¬ 
sumption that the PLO was an undem¬ 
ocratic organisation that could 
enforce order on the Palestinians. 
Hence a dose of real democracy - such 
as Hamas’s election victory - threat¬ 
ens to blow everything apart.” 

Now, you could say that the elec¬ 
tions were an expression of “real de¬ 
mocracy” in the narrow sense that 
they undoubtedly reflected a mood 
amongst the Palestinian masses. But 
was “Hamas’s election victory” a 
pointer to “real democracy”? Here is 
an organisation that still reproduces 
the anti-semitic Protocols of the 
elders of Zion and makes no secret of 
its desire to impose an anti-worker, 
anti-women, anti-democratic theocra¬ 
cy over the whole of Palestine/Israel. 
How can support for Hamas be rec¬ 
onciled with the call for a “democratic 
and secular” state? 

But comrade Callinicos skates over 
this whole question, concentrating his 
argument on a ‘one-state’ as against 
‘two-state’ solution. He correctly 
points out that “For over 30 years the 
Palestinian movement, supported by 
much of the left and progressive opin¬ 
ion worldwide, has had an official pol¬ 
icy” for two states. 

But then he 
goes on to 
argue 



against the latter on the basis of the 
old, familiar pragmatic acceptance of 
the current, pro-imperialist balance of 
forces: “... the experience of the 
‘peace process’ since Oslo has pro¬ 
duced very clear evidence that the 
two-state solution cannot work. One 
reason is the massive imbalance of 
power between the two sides. Israel 
is one of the greatest military powers 
in the world, backed and subsidised 
by the US. In contrast the Palestine 
Authority (PA) is given limited au¬ 
thority over a fragmented territory, 
and is financially dependent on out¬ 
side powers such as the European 
Union that can withdraw their support 
at whim, as Hamas has discovered. 
Israeli policy has worked to perpetu¬ 
ate this imbalance - to keep the PA 
weak and dependent.” 

Obviously, then, those who talk 
about two states are just day-dream¬ 
ing. Unlike comrade Callinicos, who 
ends the article with the call for alter¬ 
native “radical solutions”. But at least 
he has the honesty to admit that his 
demand for the abolition of the state 
of Israel “may seem completely uto¬ 
pian” - especially if you accept his 
premise of the current, seemingly un¬ 
changeable, “massive imbalance of 
power”. Just who is going to eliminate 
Israel, if not the Palestinians - who can¬ 
not even hope to achieve any kind of 
viable state alongside Israel, accord¬ 
ing to comrade Callinicos? Perhaps an 
alliance of Hezbollah, Hamas and 
neighbouring reactionary Arab states 
will do the job? Did he say “ may seem 
utopian”? 

Consent 

It does not seem to occur to comrade 
Callinicos that a progressive solution 
cannot be won without the consent 
of the Israeli people. However, the sad 
truth is that, despite the courage of the 
tiny minority of socialists, anti-milita¬ 
rists, democrats and refuseniks, the 
Israeli people have consistently, often 
overwhelmingly, supported the wars 
of their rulers, irrespective of the bru¬ 
tality and atrocities carried out in their 
name. 

Why should that be so? Comrade 
Callinicos touches upon the reason in 
his article. He says: “Israel is a settler 
colonial state ... All settler states face 
the problem of what to do with the 
people whose land they stole ... The 
Zionist colonisers drove out millions 
of Palestinians, most to neighbouring 
countries. The rest are still subject to 
Israeli rule, which to differing de¬ 
grees they resent and resist, 
with enormous sympathy 
from the Arab masses. The 
result is to leave Israel in a 
permanent state of insecu¬ 
rity. It lives alongside those 
it dispossessed, in a state 
of perpetual war with 
them.” 

This is undoubtedly cor¬ 
rect. The “permanent state 
of insecurity” is not just a 
propaganda ploy used by 
the Israeli political and mili¬ 
tary establishment to justify 
its latest act of aggression. The 
Israeli population does feel 
under siege for the very rea¬ 
son Callinicos gives and 
therefore tends to sup¬ 
port even the most ter¬ 
roristic of actions 
committed by the 
Israeli armed 
forces 
in the 
vain 
hope 


that hitting out at “the dispossessed” 
will make them go away and thus end 
the “perpetual war”. 

But comrade Callinicos’s conclu¬ 
sion is dismal: “... Israel can’t make 
peace with the Palestinians. The only 
real settlement would be one that al¬ 
lowed the millions of Palestinian refu¬ 
gees to return - but this would destroy 
the basis of Israel as an exclusively 
Jewish state. So any Israeli ‘settle¬ 
ment’ with the Palestinians is neces¬ 
sarily phoney.” 

It is true that there can be no settle¬ 
ment on the basis of an “exclusively 
Jewish state” - any more than there 
can be one on the basis of an exclu¬ 
sively Palestinian, Arab or islamic 
state. But the Israeli people are a real, 
living entity and cannot be dismissed, 
or wished away, because Israel was 
created as a “settler colonial state.” Al¬ 
beit of a special type - the settlers did 
not mainly come from a single home 
country. They came from post-holo¬ 
caust Europe and more or less 
throughout the Middle East and the 
rest of the world. Independence was 
gained from Britain through a com¬ 
bined war - against both British impe¬ 
rialism and the native Palestinians. 

Israel came into existence as a result 
of horrific crimes. That is true. Yet that 
is not a reason for refusing to recog¬ 
nise the definite, historically constitut¬ 
ed, Israeli Jewish nation that has 
developed over the last 50-60 years. 
The fact of the matter is that many, if 
not most, of the world’s states came 
into existence through bloody op¬ 
pression. But our programme, while 
fully taking into account such histo¬ 
ry, must be based on today’s realities, 
not on some futile attempt to turn 
back the clock to before 1948. One 
might as well try and abolish the US, 
Canada, New Zealand, etc. 

That is why the most realistic and 
progressive solution today is one 
based on the mutual recognition by 
both Palestinians and Israelis of the 
other’s national rights. Of course, it 
would be an excellent thing if both 
nations chose to live together in a sin¬ 
gle, democratic and secular state - why 
on earth would we wish to oppose 
such a thing? But the problem is, that 
possibility does not even occur to the 
vast majority of Israelis. Yet for islam- 
ists like Hamas and for much of the left 
in Britain that matters not a jot - the 
Israeli nation has no right to exist; 
therefore the Israeli people do not ex¬ 
ist, let alone have any right to deter¬ 
mine the kind of state they wish to live 
under. 

So, in the view of the CPGB, a single, 
democratic and secular state - if it were 
possible to achieve on a voluntary 
basis - would not be “reactionary”, as 
comrade Jerry Spring alleges we be¬ 
lieve (Letters, July 27). What would be 
reactionary would be the attempt to 
impose it against the will of one of the 
nations involved in the Israel/Palestine 
conflict -1 say ‘attempt’ because such 
a ‘solution’ cannot be imposed and if 
it were tried the result would most cer¬ 
tainly not be democratic. 

Two states 

In fact, as the proponents of ‘one 
state’ well know, the Israeli Jews will 
not accept such a solution at present 
- the whole of the 20th century since 
1933, but especially since 1943-45 mil¬ 
itates against it. So it is clear that the 
immediate call for a single Palestinian 
state, within which Jewish Israelis are 
given citizenship but not national 
rights, is in practice to perpetuate di¬ 
vision. The only consistently demo¬ 
cratic solution, given present 
circumstances, is an immediate pro¬ 
gramme based on two states. 
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for Arab unity 



It is true that 
there can be no 
settlement on 
the basis of an 
“exclusively 
Jewish state” - 
any more than 
there can be one 
on the basis of 
an exclusively 
Palestinian, Arab 
or islamic state. 
But the Israeli 
people are a real, 
living entity and 
cannot be 
dismissed, or 
wished away, 
because Israel 
was created as a 
“settler colonial 
state” 


Progressive Israeli Jews must cham¬ 
pion the democratic rights of the Pal¬ 
estinians to a separate state, which 
evidently must cover a much larger 
area than the Gaza/West Bank Ban- 
tustan. Progressive Palestinians must 
likewise champion the rights of Israe¬ 
li Jews to a separate state. Only on 
such a reciprocal basis is it possible 
to overcome national antagonisms 
and envisage the eventual unity of 
these two peoples. 

And, of course, both states must be 
democratic and secular, meaning that 
full rights must be accorded to nation¬ 
al and religious minorities. The sug¬ 
gestion that communists call for ‘pure’ 
national-religious states - jewish or is¬ 
lamic - is either malign misrepresenta¬ 
tion or the result of sheer ignorance. 
In addition we demand substantial 
compensation for the Palestinian peo¬ 
ple as a whole from the state of Israel 
for the historic injustice that was per¬ 


petrated upon them. And those Pal¬ 
estinians who wish to settle in either 
of the two states and return to their 
original home district must be allowed 
to do so. 

However, while the Palestinian right 
to self-determination is not in dispute 
by the left, the same cannot be said 
when it comes to the same right for the 
Israelis. There are those who say that 
there can be no self-determination for 
Israeli Jews because they are a mere 
“religion”. What nonsense. Marxists 
have always recognised Jews as a 
people-religion - under slave, Asiatic, 
feudal and capitalist societies. As for 
the Israeli Jews, they speak the same 
language, inhabit they same territory 
(most of them were born there), and 
have the same culture and sense of 
national identity. In other words, a na¬ 
tion. Some are religious, some are not, 
some are atheists. 

Neither do Marxists deny the right 
of the Israeli Jewish nation to self-de¬ 
termination on the basis of some half- 
baked or perverted reading of classic 
texts. The right to self-determination 
is not a communist blessing exclusive¬ 
ly bestowed upon the oppressed. It 
is fundamentally a demand for equal¬ 
ity. All nations must have the equal 
right to determine their own fate - as 
long as that does not involve the op¬ 
pression of another people. Hence 
communists recognise that the US, 
German and French nations have self- 
determination. Today that is general¬ 
ly unproblematic. However, we desire 
to see that same elementary right ex¬ 
tended to all oppressed peoples. 

It should be clear from all this that 
the two-state solution proposed by 
the CPGB has nothing in common 
with the version put forward by Tony 
Blair and George Bush, and reluctant¬ 
ly accepted by the PLO. We do not 
see ourselves as advisors to the cur¬ 
rent misleaders of either the Palestin¬ 
ians or Israelis - still less to the 
imperialists. 

The solution we envisage for Isra- 
el-Palestine will not be presided over 
by Ehud Olmert and Hamas. It is a 
democratic solution - to be fought for 
and won from below under the lead¬ 
ership of the working class. 

Arab unity 

However, a solution for Israel/Pales¬ 
tine cannot be achieved in isolation. 
Continued oppression of the Pales¬ 
tinians and the aggressive instability 
of the Israeli state negatively impacts 
on the whole region. It is not only the 
class struggle in Israel which is frozen 


or deflected. Throughout the Arab 
world despots and dictators exploit 
the instability that poisonously rip¬ 
ples out of the Israel/Palestine con¬ 
flict to divert anger and stamp down 
on the democratic impulse. 

A programme for a democratic and 
secular two-state solution to be fought 
for unitedly by the Palestinian and Is¬ 
raeli masses at least provides leverage 
against what comrade Callinicos calls 
the “massive imbalance of power” 
between the Zionist state and the Pal¬ 
estinian people. It encourages the 
growth of an anti-Zionist ‘enemy 
within’ inside Israel. It builds trust and 
solidarity and helps to overcome the 
decades of Palestinian-Israeli hatred. 
But there is another “massive imbal¬ 
ance” - that between Palestine and 
Israel’s main sponsor, US imperialism. 

A democratic, two-state solution for 
Israel/Palestine must be seen in the 
context of the struggle to create a coun¬ 
terbalance to US power in the region. 
The establishment of secular, demo¬ 
cratic republics in both Israel and Pal¬ 
estine would be constantly blocked 
and undermined by US imperialism (so 
too would a single Palestinian state 
imposed against the will of the majori¬ 
ty of Israel’s population, of course). 

Yet there is a way to alter the bal¬ 
ance of forces by greatly widening 
the strategic front. There are nearly 
300 million Arabs is a contiguous ter¬ 
ritory that stretches from the Atlan¬ 
tic Ocean, across north Africa to the 
Gulf. Though separated into 25 dif¬ 
ferent states, they share a strong 
bond of pan-Arab consciousness, 
bom not only of a common language 
but a closely related history. Many 
Arabs consider themselves to be¬ 
long to one nation. 

The fact that Abdel Nasser’s short¬ 
lived United Arab Republic, bringing 
together Egypt and Syria in a com¬ 
mon state from 1958-61, actually saw 
the light of day is testimony to mass 
support for Arab unity. What was a 
potent sentiment in the 1950s and 
well into the 1970s needs to be re¬ 
vived and given a new democratic 
and class content. 

Communists needs to take the lead 
in the fight for pan-Arab unity. Rec¬ 
onciliation between Israeli Jews and 
the Palestinians can only practically 
happen in the context of sweeping 
away the House of Saud, the petty 
Gulf emirates and sultanates, the cor¬ 
rupt Mubarak regime, the Assad dic¬ 
tatorship, the Hashemite kingdom in 
Jordan and the creation of a demo¬ 
cratic Arab republic • 
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MINERS 
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the 
enemy 
camp 


FROM OCTOBER 
TO AUGUST 


Problems 


On Gommunrat rjriqiiniHJilJnn 


J hck Con rad 


■ Which road? 

The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to serve those in the 
workers’ movement who had no interest in revolution, those who preferred 
compromise with capitalism rather than its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter Taaffe’s group and 
lays the groundwork necessary for drafting a revolutionary programme. 

£6.95/• 11 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the USSR from Stalin’s 
monocratic dictatorship to the twists and turns of Gorbachev’s perestroika and 
Yeltsin’s counter-coup. Throughout the stress is on the necessity of democracy. 

£6.95/• 11 

■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. Particular at¬ 
tention is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycottism and their strategy for revo¬ 
lution. Vital for principled activists. 

£4.95/•7.50 

■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and centralism? Jack Conrad 
explores this thorny issue and shows that unity in action is only sustainable 
when minorities have the right to organise and become the majority. 

£4.95/ • 7.50 

■ A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anti-submission’ to the Tory government’s 1992 coal 
review. The case is made for working class self-activity and socialism. Arthur 
Scargill famously disowned it. 

£1.00/ *1.50 

■ Remaking Europe 

Jack Conrad argues that the working class can and must establish a fully artic¬ 
ulated programme with a view to winning our own, social, Europe. A Europe 
stamped by the working class, which is ready for its domination and rapid 
emancipatory extension. 


£5.00/ • 7.50 


Buy all 6 books for £20/*30 and save £9.80/*16 
Delivery free within the United Kingdom 
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Problems of communist organisation □ 
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POLEMIC 


What sort of ‘Marxist 

Anew formation must avoid from the start all the failings of the Trotskyist sects, writes Mike Macnair 



T wo of the comrades involved in 
the Critique/Democratic Social¬ 
ist Alliance call for a conference 
to discuss a Campaign for a Marxist 
Party have now responded to my ar¬ 
ticle criticising the terms of the appeal 
that accompanied it ( Weekly Worker 
July 13). 

Matthew Jones’s letter is helpful in 
addressing some of the issues in¬ 
volved (July 20). It also exposes to 
clearer view the weaknesses of the 
political ideas of at least one of the 
comrades centrally involved. Barry 
Biddulph’s letter (July 27) accuses me, 
on no very clear grounds, of “dishon¬ 
est polemic”. His substantial point is 
concerned exclusively with the ‘how’ 
problem: OK, we may agree that we 
want a Marxist party and even on what 
we mean by that; but how do we get 
there from here? 

I should begin by restating the 
opening point of my previous article: 
“Critique’s initiative in calling for a 
conference to campaign for a new 
Marxist party (Letters, July 6) is wel¬ 
come; but how far it will get it prob¬ 
lematic.” I restate it because both 
Matthew and Barry seem to think that 
I oppose Critique’s call, when in fact 
I said it was “welcome”, but then went 
on to make some criticisms of the 
terms of the call as potentially weak¬ 
ening its usefulness. 

Matthew begins by saying that I 
criticise the appeal “for the lack of a 
‘concrete political programme’ - some¬ 
what prematurely, given that this is an 
appeal to establish a Campaign for a 
Marxist Party. It is the start of a debate 
- we could hardly prescribe such 
things at the start of the process.” 

I agree entirely that a conference 
call cannot include a full party plat¬ 
form. However, my objection to the text 
was not that it is too short and ought 
to define a line on everything. It is that 
it is so formulated as to risk propos¬ 
ing a party based on ideology - that 
is, ‘Marxism’ as theory - as opposed 
to proposing a party based on the 
fundamental strategic conclusions of 
Marxism: ie, the leading role of the 
working class, the need for the class 
to undertake a political struggle for 
power through political democracy, 
and the international character of the 
class struggle. By responding that the 
call is not a full programme, Matthew 
has evaded the underlying issue. 

‘Revolutionary 

overthrow’ 

Matthew writes that “[Mike] throws 
in the notion of ‘the working class 
taking political power in the form of 
the democratic republic’, which he 
contrasts to ‘revolutionary over¬ 
throw’, characterised as ‘Bakuninist’. 
This looks suspiciously like some form 
of two-stage revolution. Is the ‘dem¬ 
ocratic republic’ a capitalist formation 
(I think it is) or one in which the work¬ 
ing class has overthrown capital? If 
Mike is trying to smuggle in this key 
element of Stalinist politics, then we 
have a profound difference.” 

I have written at considerable length 
on this issue in my long series on 
strategy earlier this year (available at 
www. cpgb. org .uk/theory/series. htm), 
especially the articles of March 30, 
April 13, May 18 and the concluding 
one of June 15. It would help if com¬ 
rade Matthew or one of his co-think¬ 
ers addressed directly the arguments 
made there. 

The fundamental question posed is: 
what does it mean for the working 


class to “overthrow capital”? In my 
view it means the working class tak¬ 
ing political power into its own 
hands. This will certainly involve 
some expropriatory action as a means 
of resisting capitalist coercion, but 
does not mean the general nationali¬ 
sation of the economy. As we have 
seen in the USSR (etc), and several 
neo-colonial regimes, the general na¬ 
tionalisation of the economy is not the 
same as its socialisation. 

I could, of course, go at length into 
the lamentable history of the ‘statisa- 
tion and planification’ criterion for 
identifying a workers’ state, in its use 
by the Trotskyists between 1947 and 
down to their responses to 1991; and 
the brutal and justified critiques of this 
approach offered from within the or¬ 
ganised Trotskyist movement by 
Vern-Ryan and Marcy-Copeland in 
the 1950s and by Saleh Jaber in the 
1980s. But I think this is now of limit¬ 
ed and merely historical interest. 

If the working class taking political 
power into its own hands does not 
consist of universal nationalisation 
and planification, what does it consist 
of? The answer I give follows Marx 
and Engels: it consists of winning the 
democratic republic. In my May 18 
article, I suggested a minimum platform 
on this front including, at least, uni¬ 
versal military training and service, 
democratic political and trade union 
rights within the military, and the right 
to keep and bear arms; election and 
recallability of all public officials; pub¬ 
lic officials to be on an average skilled 
worker’s wage; abolition of official 
secrecy laws and of private rights of 
copyright and confidentiality; self- 
government in the localities; and ab¬ 
olition of constitutional guarantees of 
the rights of private property and free¬ 
dom of trade. 

If Matthew thinks that a state of this 
type is a “capitalist formation”, he 
should direct his critique at Marx and 
Engels , from whose writings I have 
copied, rather than accusing me of 
“trying to smuggle in this key element 
of Stalinist politics”, the “two-stage 
revolution”. 

Now as far as the ‘what sort of par¬ 
ty do we need?’ question is con¬ 
cerned, I said in my original article on 
the Critique appeal that I would not 
wish to argue for a party which Trot¬ 
skyists could not join or in which they 
could not fight for their strategic line. 
But I am against a pre-commitment to 
the Trotskyist strategic line, for three 
reasons. The first is that it is in my 
opinion wrong. 

The second is that it is intimately 
connected to bureaucratic centralism, 
through the following argument: (1) 
capitalism can only be overthrown by 
a ‘revolution’ (meaning a mass strike 
movement leading to a civil war); (2) 
the success of such a movement re¬ 
quires a ‘party of the Bolshevik type’ 
(meaning as defined by the Second 
and Third Congresses of the 
Comintern: ie, bureaucratic centralist); 
therefore (3) what we need to do now 
is build such a party. QED. 

The third is that it is also intimately 
connected to Trotskyist economism 
and opportunism. In Trotskyist strat¬ 
egy the key is not winning a majority 
for a concrete minimum programme, 
but setting the masses in motion, 
which will spontaneously produce 
strike committees and (when the strike 
movement becomes generalised) 
councils of action: the Trotskyists will 
then urge ‘all power to’ these bodies. 
But the result is that, before such bod¬ 


ies emerge, all that matters to the Trot¬ 
skyists is that people should be mo¬ 
bilised - and the concrete content of 
the party programme is abandoned 
whenever abandoning it makes it eas¬ 
ier to mobilise people. Which leads to 
Respect, the Campaign for a New 
Workers’ Party, etc. 

Science 

Matthew says: “On the question 
raised by Mike of a ‘party line’ on sci¬ 
ence, I am amazed that he can infer this 
from the appeal; the actual intention 
is to take a serious approach to theo¬ 
ry - unlike the sects, where the ‘line’ 
is repeated parrot-fashion and mem¬ 
bers do not develop as Marxists.” 

I am pleased that Matthew repudi¬ 
ates the possibility that the comrades’ 
projected party would create party 
lines on scientific questions. It is un¬ 
fortunate that he has not responded 
to my concrete suggestions about the 
implications of the question for the 
practical tasks of a Marxist party: ie, 
what it would practically mean for such 
a party to “take a serious approach to 
theory”. 

I would add that the evidence is 
pretty clear that our understanding 
progresses dialectically - and therefore 
that the education of party militants 
in Marxist theory advances primarily 

(a) through the internal tendency and 
factional struggles of the party, and 

(b) through the members entering into 
intimate political conflict with the sup¬ 
porters of opposed ideologies - like 
the new Stalinists of the Socialist 
Workers Party, the old Stalinists of the 
Communist Party of Britain and the 
Labourites. 

Bureaucratic centralism 

Matthew writes: “Mike attacks my 
omissions on the right of tendency 
and faction plus the right to publicly 
air differences - fair enough: this 
should be in the constitution of any 
healthy organisation. However, this is 
an appeal for the conference to start 
the process. We aren’t going to pro¬ 
duce a huge document full of propos¬ 
als that comrades have to sign up to 
in advance. The point of it is to raise 
the issue and we have succeeded in 
this.” 

This argument would be more plau¬ 
sible if it were not for two facts. First, 
the appeal does not limit itself to ab¬ 
stract opposition to bureaucratic cen¬ 
tralism, but does propose some 
concrete measures. It just leaves out 
the rights of tendency and faction and 
public debate. Why? Second, the 
rights of tendency and faction and 
public debate are right now burning 
issues - not just raised by the CPGB, 
but also, to take only one example, 
critical elements in the debate between 
the SWP and the Ligue Communiste 
Revolutionnaire. 

Matthew does not, on the other 
hand, answer my objections to the use 
in the conference call of formulations 
on this issue which are clearly utopi¬ 
an, , and by being utopian would prac¬ 
tically paralyse any concrete struggle 
against the emergence of bureaucrat¬ 
ic centralism. 

Also left wholly unanswered in 
Matthew’s letter are two very impor¬ 
tant points in my July 13 article. The 
first is my objection to the formulation: 
“The politics and practice of the par¬ 
ty must emerge from the process of 
interaction between the experience of 
the working class in struggle and the 
memory and theoretical understand¬ 
ing of the class, as represented by the 


membership of the party.” I objected 
that “reasoning of this type has been 
repeatedly used to argue against the 
adoption of a concrete written strate¬ 
gic programme ... Without the initial 
hypothesis (the adopted programme) 
there is nothing to correct, and what 
we are left with is suck-it-and-see 
empiricism, which soon collapses into 
a vacuous political opportunism, as in 
the SWP.” 

Secondly, I noted that in point 3 on 
democracy, “there is no mention of 
democracy in the state (or in the Eu¬ 
ropean Union ...). In this respect, the 
formulation used in the call could 
serve all too easily as a cover for an 
antecedent commitment to the dead¬ 
end economism characteristic of the 
existing far left.” 

Why are these points unanswered? 

Trotskyism 

Matthew concludes with the claim that 
I am “trying go away from [my] Trot¬ 
skyist past and towards Stalinism”. 

It is mildly entertaining to be ac¬ 
cused of moving towards Stalinism in 
response to an article in which I have 
argued for freedom of tendency and 
faction and of public debate in any 
Marxist party, and for term limits on 
leadership office. I was no doubt also 
moving “towards Stalinism” when I 
included in my previous week’s con¬ 
tribution the statement: “The project 
of bureaucratic ‘socialism’ ended in 
disastrous failure. It is utterly stupid 
to imagine that attempting to repeat it 
will improve the situation of the work¬ 
ing class” ( Weekly Worker July 7). 

There is nonetheless a serious 
point. Matthew writes: “It is important 
to recognise that, for all the faults of 
the sects that have come from it, Trot¬ 
skyism is the political inheritor of the 
revolutionary politics of 1917.” Actu¬ 
ally, this view is a trap. 

In the first place, 1917 was a com¬ 
bined (bourgeois and proletarian) rev¬ 
olution, starting against the 
feudal-absolutist tsarist state regime, 
in a peasant-majority country domi¬ 
nated by pre-capitalist social relations 
in the countryside. Whether you use 
Lenin’s, Trotsky’s or Kautsky’s cate¬ 
gories to analyse what happened, 
there are very few places in the world 
where revolutionary praxis will in¬ 
volve closely analogous social dy¬ 
namics: even those countries where 
agriculture still dominates the econo¬ 
my are in the main characterised by 
capitalist social relations. We there¬ 
fore have to work out Marxist strate¬ 


gy for working class power in the light 
of the whole history of the workers’ 
movement and the fundamentals of 
Marxist theory, not make a fetish of the 
forms and figures of 1917. 

Secondly, Trotskyism is the inher¬ 
itance of the first four congresses of 
the Comintern , which is a very differ¬ 
ent matter from the revolutionary pol¬ 
itics of 1917. More on this in my 
strategy series. Its pertinence to the 
present question is that the early 
Comintern provided the fundamental 
arguments for bureaucratic central¬ 
ism: and to critique these is to critique 
Trotskyism. 

Thirdly, it is by no means the case 
that Trotsky was heroically correct in 
his analysis and it is only his follow¬ 
ers who have corrupted his doctrine. 
For example, his analysis of the USSR 
was clearly falsified by the course of 
1941-45; hence his followers’ inabili¬ 
ty to use it after his death. 

The problem I identified in various 
aspects of the conference call was that 
the call was capable of being read as 
a call for a new party of the existing 
Trotskyist type - with the difference 
merely that it made moral or utopian 
commitments to ‘do better’ on democ¬ 
racy, theory, etc. But this has been 
tried repeatedly: at the origins of the 
Matgamna organisation or of the In¬ 
ternational Socialist Group, to take 
two among many examples. Mat¬ 
thew’s criticism of me for breaking 
with Trotskyism tends to confirm my 
original fear that what is proposed is 
not a Marxist party but a Trotskyist 
party. 

Oehlerism 

The final point of my critique was on 
the ‘how’ problem. Matthew says: 
“Mike tries to defend the position of 
chasing the sects ...” and follows it 
with severe criticisms of the SWP and 
Respect, most of which I would share. 
He goes on: “The political sterility of 
the sects and the fact that the over¬ 
whelming majority of comrades who 
are seriously thinking about Marxism 
are not in these outfits means that 
‘where the Marxists are’ is not any¬ 
where near Respect.” Rather similar¬ 
ly, in his final point one of the 
accusations against me of “moving 
towards Stalinism” is for stating that 
“Stalinist outfits such as the CPB are 
worth debating with and have signif¬ 
icant numbers of actual or potential 
Marxists”. 

In this matter Matthew follows not 
his hero, Trotsky, but one of Trot- 
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party’? 


sky’s opponents in the 1930s, Ameri¬ 
can sectarian Hugo Oehler, who ar¬ 
gued that Trotskyists should address 
the worker masses rather than the 
decaying social democratic and Sta¬ 
linist groups. 

The CPB as such is a decaying sect 
which exists to give cover to the Morn¬ 
ing Star. But this is not all it represents. 
In spite of 1991 and all that, the ideas 
of ‘official communism’ - bureaucratic 
centralism, national roads to socialism, 
the anti-imperialist front and people’s 
front - remain dominant among social¬ 
ists worldwide. This dominance is re¬ 
flected in the evolution of the SWP 
towards ‘official communism’, and in 
the ideas of a great many unorganised 
militants. They are therefore unambig¬ 
uously “worth debating with”, since it 
is only by debating with people who 
hold these ideas that we can overcome 
them. 

If we turn to the SWP, it is simply 
ludicrous to suppose that because 
this party is highly bureaucratic cen¬ 
tralist it does not contain significant 
numbers of people who think they are 
Marxists, and are, indeed, abstractly 
committed to workers’ power, work¬ 
ers’ democracy and internationalism. 
The problem is that they are trapped 
by their belief in ‘the revolutionary 
party’ in loyalty to a rightward-mov¬ 
ing sect. The point is true a fortiori of 
the other left groups. 

Where, then, is the “overwhelming 
majority of comrades who are serious¬ 
ly thinking about Marxism” who “are 
not in these outfits”? If what is meant 
is the members of no party, the ‘in¬ 
dies’, they have so far been charac¬ 
terised by their utter inability to unite 
for any serious political action. If 
Matthew supposes that there are 
“comrades who are seriously thinking 
about Marxism” of whom there is no 
evidence in the actual political move¬ 
ment, they are presumably armchair 
Marxists. Or perhaps these “com¬ 
rades who are seriously thinking 
about Marxism” are actually a very 
small number indeed: that is, the DSA 
and their immediate interlocutors. 

Numbers 

Barry addresses the ‘small number’ 
problem in a different way. He starts 
with my point that: 

“It is most unlikely to be possible 
from the November conference to 
launch the sort of party that we need: 
to do that would need, say, 2,000-3,000 
in attendance and willing to commit to 
the project, in order to force the rest 
of the left to respond to it. It would be 
possible to launch a more effective 
organising body than what is now 
available to fight for such a party” 
(Weekly Worker July 13). 

Barry says that this 2,000-3,000 “just 
happens to be the estimated member¬ 
ship of the SWP. In other words 
[Mike] is not supporting Critique 
because he is saying the only way 
forwards to a Marxist party is to re¬ 
form the SWP or relate to the SWP 
membership, where most of the Marx¬ 
ists are ...” 

Barry has two objections to the 
view that we have to go where the 
majority of the Marxists are. The first 
is that, according to him, in my strate¬ 
gy series I say that party democracy 
is essential to a Marxist party. Quite 
true. I say that in the absence of party 
democracy, you cannot get beyond 
sects of a few thousand - unless you 
have the backing of a state, whether 
it is the British state (Labour Party) or 
one of the bureaucratic regimes (old 


mass communist parties). Barry then 
infers: But the SWP is not democratic 
and has not been for nearly 40 years; 
therefore the members of the SWP are 
not Marxists. But this is to make 
‘Marxism’ into a purity politics: 
you’re not a Marxist unless you get 
everything right. 

I say that many (not all) of the mem¬ 
bers of the SWP are Marxists, in the 
sense that they believe that the work¬ 
ing class has to take political power 
and overthrow capitalism, and they 
believe that the class struggle is in¬ 
ternational in character. This elemen¬ 
tary Marxism is overlaid with and in 
contradiction to their false dogmas 
about the nature of ‘revolution’ and 
the ‘revolutionary party’ which lead 
to bureaucratic centralism, formal ul¬ 
tra-leftism and practical rightism. But 
elementary Marxism is still part of their 
ideas - in contradiction with their prac¬ 
tical politics. 

Barry’s second argument is that 
“there were far less than 2,000 to 3,000 
members of the Bolshevik faction of 
the RSDLP for most of its history pri¬ 
or to 1914. At the 1912 conference, 
when they finally split with the Men¬ 
sheviks, Lenin had less than 20 Bol¬ 
sheviks in attendance.” 

In January 1912 the Bolsheviks or¬ 
ganised a conference of the RSDLP 
in Prague, to which they did not in¬ 
vite the Menshevik liquidators. 
Twenty delegates attended a confer¬ 
ence held in a foreign country; un¬ 
der conditions in which all political 
activity in Russia was illegal and prac- 
tically risked arrest. This small 
number of delegates reflected a much 
larger base of support inside Russia. 
In April 1912 the Bolsheviks were 
putting into circulation - on the Men¬ 
sheviks’ figures - 29,000 copies of a 
daily paper in Petersburg, while the 
Mensheviks could only produce a 
weekly; later in 1912, the Bolsheviks 
won all the workers’ seats in the 
class-stratified elections to the duma 
in Petersburg and Moscow. In other 
words, however small the Prague 
conference, the Bolsheviks had ma¬ 
jority support in the workers’ move¬ 
ment on the ground. 

If Barry thinks that the small size of 
the Prague conference is a guide to our 
action, he must believe that the No¬ 
vember conference called for by Cri¬ 
tique could lead in the next few 
months to launching a mass-circula¬ 
tion workers’ daily in London and 
winning all the parliamentary seats in 
the working class districts in London 
and Birmingham. I do not. 

What this history indicates is that 
under conditions of illegality small 
groups of exiles may represent much 
broader forces in the internal workers’ 
movement. I emphasise may because 
in Iraq, as we have seen, the groups 
of the emigration turned out to repre¬ 
sent much less on the ground than 
they had believed. 

But in Britain the workers’ move¬ 
ment is not operating under condi¬ 
tions of illegality. In conditions of 
open politics, the real relationship of 
forces in the workers’ movement is 
that which appears on the face of the 
membership numbers. That is, 100,000 
or so ‘pure trade unionist’ activists; 
perhaps 50,000 ideologically commit¬ 
ted Labourite activists (left and right) 
among the Labour Party’s paper mem¬ 
bership of slightly less than 200,000, 
and 400-500 organised Trotskyists in 
the Labour Party; around 500 CPB 
members, with a disproportionately 
large ideological periphery; 1,200-odd 


real members of the SWP, 600-700 in 
the Socialist Party, and another 500 or 
so in total in smaller grouplets. 

In this relationship of forces those 
who understand the need for a Marx¬ 
ist party - a united and democratic 
party based on the fundamental po¬ 
litical ideas of Marxism, as opposed 
to yet another Trotskyist, Stalinist, 
Maoist, left communist or anarchist 
groupuscule - are at present a small 
minority, not a hidden majority like the 
Bolsheviks in 1912. Planting the flag 
for a Marxist party may be of some 
use. But it is important to be realistic 
enough to recognise that it will not 
immediately reverse the general rela¬ 
tionship of forces. At best it can set 
in motion a dynamic towards unity. 
But it will not if we start by denying, 
as Barry does, that the ranks of the 
SWP are Marxists at all. 


Splittism 

Behind these empirical issues is a 
much more serious point. Real demo¬ 
cratic centralism involves the willing¬ 
ness to be in a minority: both from 
majorities, who have to recognise the 
possibility that they may become a 
minority and refrain from unprincipled 
expulsions; and from minorities, who 
have to fight to become a majority and 
refrain from unprincipled walk-outs. 

The most common real reason for 
the endless splits of the far left is not 
any of the ideology about the ‘revo¬ 
lutionary party’, but the belief that the 
other side in debate is not really worth 
debating with, so we should get on 
with building in the fresh fields and 
pastures new of the uncorrupted peo¬ 
ple outside. This error can affect both 
majorities and minorities. In either 
case it actually amounts to internalis¬ 


ing the capitalist conception of poli¬ 
tics - as a competition for support 
among the uncommitted masses. 

The DSA comrades have already 
committed this error once, when they 
walked out of the Socialist Alliance 
Democracy Platform (provisional So¬ 
cialist Alliance) in April 2005. Mat¬ 
thew’s and Barry’s letters suggest that 
they are in process of committing it 
again: that what they are seeking to 
create in November is a new Trotsky¬ 
ist party which will take up a sectarian 
attitude towards ‘the sects’ in the 
hope of building a party among the 
“comrades who are seriously thinking 
about Marxism” that “are not in these 
outfits”. The Critique conference call 
is, as I said in my original article, po¬ 
tentially valuable and fruitful. But if it 
takes the path implied by the two 
comrades it will be wholly sterile • 


Summer Offensive 

Marathon effort 

Howard Roak is in a much better mood this week, as our 
annual fundraising drive has its best seven days so far 


I t has been an excellent week for 
our fund campaign. Our total has 
now come within sniffing distance 
of the £20,000 mark. Some £3,342 of 
new money came in, taking us to 
£17,388, as these lines are written. 
With beneficial financial effects still 
expected from demos, mailings and 
party businesses in the remaining 
10 days of this year’s campaign, I 
am confident that we can still make 
significant inroads into the remain¬ 
ing £ 12k or so of our £30,000 over¬ 
all target. Every pound we claw in 
takes some of the financial pressure 
off us for the rest of the year, com¬ 
rades - so get mean in the last few 
days of this year’s SO! 

It is a great pleasure this week to 
give a special mention to comrade 
MM, who has stumped his second 
cheque of the 2006 campaign for a 
magnificent £520. This comrade has 
been a consistent supporter over 
the years and is never shy of 
putting his money where his mouth 
is. Well done once again, comrade. 

Other than that, there was a very 
useful £100 via our PayPal facility 
from our supporter JS, a comrade 
who undertakes very valuable work 
every week advertising the Weekly 
Worker online. The donation is par¬ 
ticularly appreciated, given the 
comrade’s slightly off-colour fi¬ 
nances at present. Many thanks for 
your work and support, JS. I have 
to say, though, that none of our oth¬ 
er 17,443 online readers availed 
themselves of the opportunity to 
make a donation last week. 

Also mentioned in despatches 
are PM for his no-nonsense £280 
and those comrades who have 
been instrumental in winning new 
work for our party businesses dur¬ 
ing the last seven days - with profit 
worth over £900. These and other 
comrades have collectively given 
the campaign its best week so far 
and imparted some real momentum 
as we head into the last lap. 

Now, we really do need com¬ 
rades on our more distant periph¬ 
ery to break their duck - including 
any reticent eccentric millionaires 
we have out there, please. One 
weakness this year’s SO has cer¬ 
tainly revealed is that this layer - 
many of whom we know have an 
appreciable degree of sympathy 
with the work of the organisation - 
have not yet shown much in the 


way of financial support. 

Oddly enough, some of these com¬ 
rades feel a little shy about contribut¬ 
ing to this fund drive. The fact that 
other CPGBers closer to the core of 
the organisation raise relatively large 
amounts actually puts them off. They 
are slightly abashed by the prospect 
of divvying up what that they see as 
just “small change”. 

This is arse-backwards, comrades. 
At our current stage of development, 
the number of our comrades in our 
broader periphery far outnumbers full 
members. For instance, there are cur¬ 
rently over 470 people receiving an 
occasional e-bulletin written for “sym¬ 
pathisers, supporters and friends of 
the CPGB” - just one of a number of 
such mailings we do. Even relatively 
small donations from a good percent¬ 
age of these comrades would make an 
appreciable hole in what is left of our 
SO. Thus, when we say that every £1 
sent to us during this campaign is 
appreciated, we are not mucking 
about. 

And, if you need any more reason 
to donate, how about this pleasing bit 
of news from Germany that recently 
popped up on our internal list? CPGB 
comrade Ben Lewis has just about fin¬ 
ished his ‘Translatathon’ - putting 
well over 40,000 words of relevant 
CPGB material into German for the first 
time (see Weekly Worker June 22). 

The comrade writes: “I just wanted 
to let you all know that I have more or 
less finished my translation marathon. 
I have about another thousand words 
to do today of the final article and then 
will distribute the articles amongst my 
German mates to be proof-read over 
the weekend. Then everything will be 
available for a ‘final edit’ and I pre¬ 
sume then put up onto the website in 
some form or other... It proved to be a 
hard task ... I think the rowing was 
probably easier though.” (Last year 
the comrade completed a gym-based 
sponsored row for the SO.) 

The articles translated are not only 
those on Germany, with their obvious 
focus on the Linkspartei and the left 
in general, but, for example, Mike 
Macnair’s concluding article on rev¬ 
olutionary strategy (described as “a 
bugger to translate”). Given the “rath¬ 
er entrenched nature of green ideas” 
in Germany, the comrade also intends 
to grapple with Jack Conrad’s series 
on greenism, and suggests our Draft 
programme should be “a short to 


medium-term goal”. The Weekly 
Worker ‘What we fight for’ col¬ 
umn had already been translated 
and is also available for uploading. 

Comrade Lewis has so far raised 
£150 in sponsorship for his trans¬ 
lation endurance test - slightly 
disappointing, given the huge ef¬ 
fort involved. But there is still time 
to contribute - if you want your 
donation to be added to his spon¬ 
sorship, mark it ‘Translatathon’. 

Cheques and postal orders 
should be marked ‘SO’ on the 
back and sent to our usual ad¬ 
dress - although you can, of 
course, use PayPal on our website 
to get money to us fast. Ten days 
to go, comrades! • 
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SCOTLAND 


Not oppressed but a 



Was Scotland subject to a takeover by 
England in 1707? Does Scotland suffer 
from English cultural imperialism? Jack 
Conrad questions some more left 
nationalist myths and assumptions 


S ince the 1789 French Revolu¬ 
tion ‘the nation’ has emerged 
as the main ideology of the rul¬ 
ing class (or would-be governing 
elite) and bourgeois society in gener¬ 
al. Nationalism is now the paramount 
means of mass mobilisation. Both cru¬ 
sade and jihad have been nationalised. 
Millions of ordinary people willingly 
sacrifice their lives for the motherland, 
fatherland, homeland (ie, what is im¬ 
agined as the common national inter¬ 
est). 

In his influential book Benedict 
Anderson evocatively testifies to this 
extraordinary power of the modern 
national ideal: “Dying for one’s coun¬ 
try, which usually one does not 
choose, assumes a political grandeur 
which dying for the Labour Party, the 
American Medical Association, or 
perhaps even Amnesty International 
cannot rival, for these are all bodies 
one can join and leave at easy will.” 1 

Yet, as we have shown, the nation 
has not been lodged in the mind since 
the dawn of the human condition. It 
is the product of history and the prod¬ 
uct of deliberately remaking history in 
the national image. Every country 
nowadays has its academies, paid 
persuaders and learned literature de¬ 
voted to manufacturing and maintain¬ 
ing the nation. Universities once 
exclusively taught the classics, meta¬ 
physics and the lives of the saints. 
Now they have entire departments 
devoted to national history. Real 
events, conflicts and developments in 
the distant, or not so distant, past are 
uprooted from their actual contexts 
and repackaged as moments in the 
national narrative. Deracinated warri¬ 
or chiefs, dynastic kings and cosmo¬ 
politan, Latin-speaking monks all find 
themselves incorporated into the 
mythology. Through these modern 
intellectual labours national con¬ 
sciousness is created and elaborated. 

In many respects 19th century Ger¬ 
many led the way. Lagging behind in 
terms of the actual material reality of 
the nation-state, mystical philoso¬ 
phers, romantic composers and ideal¬ 
ist poets paved the way in the mind. 
Well before Germany was united into 
a single nation-state there was the 
story of Germany. “Every nation,” 
Hegel claimed in an early work, “has 
its own imagery, its gods, angels, dev¬ 
ils or saints who live in the nation’s 
traditions, whose stories and deeds 
the nurse tells her charges and so 
wins them over by impressing their 
imagination”. 2 Nations are, according 
to this version of events, the prime 
agent of history and each nation has 
its own unique memory, customs, 
character and destiny. 

Victorian Britain introduced a mod¬ 
ified version of this model. Royal his¬ 
tory has been fused with the history 
of Britain as an imperial state and pro¬ 
jected backwards onto the distant 
past - of course, our current arrange¬ 
ment of‘England’, ‘Scotland’, ‘Wales’ 
and ‘Ireland’ are purely accidental re¬ 
sults of feudal marriage-bed deals, the 
fortunes of war and the continuation 
of the monarchical system. So the sur¬ 
vival of the constitutional monarchy 


system dictated our present-day tri- 
ality (for the sake of simplicity we shall 
for the moment leave aside the thorny 
issue of Ireland and the relative down¬ 
playing of Englishness). Religion and 
religious history, pre-capitalist rela¬ 
tions of exploitation and reproduc¬ 
tion, ethnic, clan and family lineage 
have correspondingly been sub¬ 
sumed or totally marginalised. 

The destruction of traditional 
bonds, the subordination of the state 
to capital, the needs of imperialism 
and the widening franchise in good 
part explain this phenomenon. Cer¬ 
tainly the nation as the universal 
frame of all history has been partic¬ 
ularly pronounced since the advent 
of mass literacy, mass conscript ar¬ 
mies and mass parliamentary democ¬ 
racy. Those above have sought to 
educate their ‘masters’ and inculcate 
a sense of patriotism and the commu¬ 
nity of all classes. Junior and second¬ 
ary schools duly teach history along 
strict national lines. England, Scot¬ 
land and Wales. These ‘nations’ are 
the prime subject matter of history 
and history is viewed as teleological. 
Past events are interpreted as inevi¬ 
table, almost predetermined, steps 
towards the not so glorious second 
Elizabethan age. 

There have been, of course, radical 
elements militantly opposed to the es¬ 
tablishment. In 
the 17th and 
18th centuries 
English re¬ 
publicans 
took over the 
folk myth of a 
golden age of 
Anglo-Saxon 
liberty before 
William the 
Bastard’s 1066 
invasion and 
the imposition 
of the Norman 
yoke. The gov¬ 
erning aristo¬ 
cratic class 
were por¬ 
trayed as 
non-English 
and essen¬ 
tially for¬ 
eign. There 
was a grain 
of truth here. 

The Hanoveri¬ 
an royal family 
was unmistaka¬ 
bly German. The 
British aristocracy 
thought in English 
but separated them¬ 
selves off from the 
lower orders by pep¬ 
pering their speech 
with French and pa¬ 
rading their high Eu¬ 
ropean manners 
and culture. 

Only under the 
impact of the 
American Revolu¬ 
tion of 1776 and the 
French Revolution of 
1789 did the aristocra¬ 


cy fully nationalise itself (royalty did 
not symbolically make the break from 
cosmopolitanism till World War I, 
when the Saxe Cobergs metamor¬ 
phosed into the House of Windsor). 
However, the American and Napo¬ 
leonic wars turned the tables on the 
radicals who initially supported their 
American and French fellow thinkers. 
They were branded non-national. 
Counterrevolutionary wars abroad 
thereby helped forge a counterrevo¬ 
lutionary Hanoverian-Tory regime at 
home. 

It is hardly surprising then that all 
varieties or hues of Scottish national¬ 
ism assume that the kingdom of Scot¬ 
land was a nation prior to the 1707 Act 
of Union. As we have seen, in their 
jointly authored book Imagine Alan 
McCombes and Tommy Sheridan 
claim that “Scotland is one of the old¬ 
est nations in Europe”, going back to 
the 13th century. 3 

The mental cage sponsored by the 
UK state in the 19th century is never 
seriously analysed or questioned. 
Thanks to state generosity, official 
history was drilled into skulls at school 
as a matter of routine. Countless pop¬ 
ular volumes and hefty tomes fill the 
shelves of bookshops and libraries and 
the minds of readers. Understandably, 
they too take for granted the national 
frame and reinforce what is now accept¬ 
ed as common sense. But one might 
just as well talk of the Charlemagne 
nation, the Roman empire nation or the 
papal nation. 

Scotland’s almost predestined 
journey is imagined from the arrival 
of the aboriginal ‘Cruithni’, through 
Wallace’s and Bruce’s wars of inde¬ 
pendence against ‘England’, all the 
way to unity of the crowns in 1603 
and the promises held out by devo¬ 
lution, thanks to the election of Tony 
Blair’s New Labour 
government on 
May 1 1997 and 
the successful 
devolution ref¬ 
erendum on 
September 11 
of the same 
year. Scot¬ 
land is and 
has been 
through¬ 
out histor¬ 
ic time and 
will be 
from here 
to eterni¬ 
ty. Eg, if 
Robert 
de Bruce 


king over a territory called Scotland, 
then there necessarily must have ex¬ 
isted a nation of Scotland. Nothing 
could be simpler. Nothing more 
wrong. 

Ideas of Scotland as an ancient or 
medieval nation are completely ahis- 
torical. There was from the 9th centu¬ 
ry a common monarch over most of 
what is now the kingdom of Scotland. 
But when James VI of Scotland also 
became James I, that was true for all 
people in Great Britain and Ireland. 

Scotland as a victim of 
England 

There are other strings to the nation¬ 
alist bow. As with the English radicals 
of the 17th and 18th century, Scotland 
post-1707 is painted by contemporary 
Scottish nationalists as a hapless vic¬ 
tim. In this case the perpetrator is Eng¬ 
lish expansionism, English colonialism, 
English imperialism or English cultural 
imperialism. Put another way, Scotland 
is nowadays ruled by foreigners. Eg, 
Bob Goupillot, of the SSP’s Republi¬ 
can Communist Network, writes that 
a Scottish office and secretary of state 
for Scotland “smacks of colonialism” 
and that, “whilst being on a different 
scale to the Irish, Scots have experi¬ 
enced elements of national oppression 
which need to be acknowledged by 
others and overcome”. 4 

Yes, in 1707 there was bribery. There 
was no democratic agreement. Of 
course, neither Scotland nor England 
were democracies. The aristocracy and 
the high bourgeoisie voted in both 
the Westminster and Edinburgh par¬ 
liaments for what was perceived to be 
in their narrow interests. That, at least 
in part, is why there was such wide¬ 
spread popular opposition. Besides 
that minor difficulty there were the full- 
scale Jacobite uprisings of 1715 and 
1745. And yet, after 1746 and Cul- 
loden, there was a rapid development 
of British national consciousness, not 
least in the highlands. Jacobitism was 
effortlessly swapped for a cult of the 
insipid Hanoverian monarchy by aris¬ 
tocratic landowners and the tradition¬ 
al elite. Highland Scots 
became the warrior 
caste of British 
imperialism and 
ultra-loyal to 
the empire 
project. 

Protestant¬ 
ism, inter¬ 
continental 
wars with 
France, a 
stagger¬ 


ing growth of capital accumulation, 
the joint colonisation of Ulster, North 
America and Australasia, and mutual 
success in building, administering and 
exploiting what was to become a vast 
British - not English - empire made 
and remade what was the world’s first 
nation. This Britishness was an inte¬ 
gral part of and proceeded in parallel 
with the making and remaking of a 
common Scottish consciousness. 

Naturally for left nationalists Britain 
is an entirely artificial or royal con¬ 
struct. Within the state prison house 
of Ukiana the nations of Scotland and 
Wales suffocate but await their mo¬ 
ment of freedom when Britain inevita¬ 
bly breaks apart. Almost by definition, 
to be a Scottish nationalist requires an 
insistence on Scotland as an op¬ 
pressed nation and a flat denial of the 
existence of a British nation. A few 
years ago I was even told that the very 
notion of Britain is “counterrevolu¬ 
tionary” and that my theory of a mul¬ 
tilayered British nation is “racist”. 5 

So for Scottish left nationalists the 
nation (country) is Scottish; the 
state and the ruling institutions Brit¬ 
ish or English. According to this two- 
dimensional viewpoint, Scotland 
today must therefore be assigned to 
the heroic category of oppressed 
nations: ie, it must aspire to join those 
countries which fought for freedom 
from one or another of the great Eu¬ 
ropean colonial empires. Algeria, Vi¬ 
etnam, Kenya, Yemen, Angola, etc. 
Amongst them, amongst the angels, 
is where Scotland’s future lies. Very 
convenient. Britain established a 
worldwide empire, traded in black 
slaves and raped India. Not Scot¬ 
land. Whether it be under the leader¬ 
ship of Charles James Stewart or John 
Maclean, it gallantly resisted imperi¬ 
al Britain. Both Alec Salmond and 
Alan McCombes can through such 
a cynical and completely erroneous 
device equate the demand for a sep¬ 
arate class state in Scotland with the 
20th century’s national liberation 
movements. The Scottish National 
Party thereby melds into something 
akin to the Algerian FLN; the SSP into 
the Vietnamese NLF. 

Cutting through this nonsense is 
hardly difficult. By definition na¬ 
tional oppression involves all 
classes. There are upper and 
lower classes internal to eve¬ 
ry colonial country, of 
course. But the upper 
classes not only lose out 
economically to the impe¬ 
rial power; they cannot 
rule. They have no state. 
National oppression there- 
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Robert de Bruce: 
feudal lord, not 
a national 
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fore involves divide and rule, backed 
by the state. It is also subjection by 
the state, as was typically the case 
with those countries ruled by the Brit¬ 
ish, French, Spanish, Belgian and oth¬ 
er European empires in the 19th and 
20th centuries. 

Undoubtedly, while the majority of 
Scottish people in 1707 did not think 
of themselves as British, the same can 
surely be said of those in England and 
Wales. Though the idea of a British 
commonality can be traced back to 
Geoffrey of Monmouth in the 12th 
century, it tended to serve plans for 
feudal overlordship to be extend 
across the whole of the archipelago 
hatched by what I have called ‘revo¬ 
lutionary centralisers’, such as Ed¬ 
ward I. 

Nevertheless leading elements 
amongst the intelligentsia started to 
look towards an end to endemic bor¬ 
der warfare and some sort of equal 
union. John Mair (c 1470-1550) wrote 
A history of Greater Britain both 
England and Scotland (1526), when 
he was principal of the University of 
Glasgow. Here he wove the story of 
England and Scotland together and 
argued for an eventual political union 
between the two kingdoms. Mair also 
wanted to curb the destructive con¬ 
flicts between the feudal magnets. An 
idea enthusiastically taken up by the 
well-read Scottish king, James VI, who 
was painfully aware of the instability 
of his realm - his mother, Mary, had 
been forced to abdicate from the 
throne and his father, Lord Darnley, 
was killed by high-class assassins 
when he was only a couple of months 
old. In his accession speech to the 
Westminster parliament on March 19 
1603, after he had been crowned king 
of England too, he explained that god 
had not only united two great feudal 
lineages, but before that “these two 
kingdoms, both in language, religion 
and similitude of manners” There was 
one island “separated neither by sea, 
nor great river, mountain, nor other 
strength of nature”. 6 He took to pre¬ 
senting himself as James I of Great 
Britain. 

Attempts to bring together the two 
kingdoms in a political union floun¬ 
dered due to a refusal by English in¬ 
terests to treat the Scots as equals. 
However, with the new agenda 
brought about by the continued rise 
of capitalism in England, things began 
to change on a broader front. Espe¬ 
cially within the Scottish polity the 
most astute and forward-thinking lay¬ 
ers of the bourgeoisie came to consid¬ 
er themselves British. Unsurprisingly 
those in the forefront of the Scottish 
enlightenment were to be found 
amongst the keenest advocates of a 
union. England was no longer per¬ 
ceived as a threat: rather an attractive 
partner. 

Compared with other European 
powers at the time, England stood out 
as a beacon of law and ordered pros¬ 
perity. While tyrants feared the Eng¬ 
lish example, radicals sought to 
emulate it. Indeed for aristocratic, 
bourgeois and educated middle class 
Scots, the union, especially after the 
final defeat of the Jacobite rising in 
1746, brought peace, civic virtue, in¬ 
ward investment, access to a vast new 
market and undreamt opportunities for 
commercial profit or advancement to 
high office in the military, political and 
bureaucratic apparatus of Great Brit¬ 
ain. Left to itself, Scotland would in all 
probability have stagnated, decayed 
and fragmented under feudal inter¬ 
ests - the fate suffered by Poland pro¬ 
vides a living example. 


Unity with an England that had fi¬ 
nally turned its back on absolutism in 
1688, established bourgeois liberty 
and embarked on a precocious capi¬ 
talist development proved a boon for 
bourgeois Scotland. The union start¬ 
ed off uneasily. But, due to economic 
dynamism, ongoing consent amongst 
the elite and mutual advantage, it last¬ 
ed and brought about a nation-state 
and an attendant national conscious¬ 
ness. 

In short, Scotland does not corre¬ 
spond to anything even remotely re¬ 
sembling the standard colonial 
experience. Fully aware of this awk¬ 
ward fact, the more intelligent - or rath¬ 
er the more crafty - advocates of 
Scottish nationalism, turn to softer, 
more pliable, categories such as inter¬ 
nal colonialism or cultural imperial¬ 
ism. 

James D Young - a left nationalist 
ideologue - wrote of Scotland being a 
victim nation, “the colonial dimension 
being real and tangible”, and the Eng¬ 
lish ruling class displaying “colonial 
attitudes” 7 . McCombes and Sheridan 
too complain of Scotland suffering 
from a “warped and distorted” nation¬ 
al identity. 8 In a similar vein comrade 
Goupillot of the RCN self-servingly 
reports of a “section of the population, 
including a large portion of the work¬ 
ing class”, feeling “forcibly sub¬ 
sumed under English/Britishness” . 9 

The idea of internal colonialism was 
introduced into the debate around 
Scotland by the American sociologist, 
Michael Hechter, in the 1970s. Basi¬ 
cally Hechter - a ‘rational choice’ the¬ 
orist - discussed the UK in terms of 
an English “core” colonising the so- 
called Celtic “periphery”. Scotland, 
Wales, Ireland and to a lesser extent 
Cornwall and the Isle of Man. Thus 
Scotland was supposedly character¬ 
ised by economic dependence, lower 
living standards and an industry 
which served the “core” as an auxilia¬ 
ry. 

According to Hechter, the process 
of internal colonialism commenced 
with the union of the crowns in 1603 
and accelerated after the union of par¬ 
liaments in 1707. Indeed he fields ev¬ 
idence which purports to show that 
national inequality persisted till 1966 
- the point where Hechter closes his 
study (see M Hechter Internal colo¬ 
nialism London 1978). As one critic, 
Krishan Kumar, bitingly comments, 
he seems to have written his book 
“without ever having set foot in the 
British Isles”. 10 His ignorance of Brit¬ 
ish realities are, though, fundamental¬ 
ly historical. 

In my opinion Neil Davidson com¬ 
prehensively disproves the Hechter 
thesis of internal colonialism. He 
fields the examples of the three lead¬ 
ing non-agricultural industries of the 
18th century - coal, linen and tobac¬ 
co. Far from Scotland exhibiting back¬ 
wardness and peripheral features, it 
took the lead in terms of technique, 
per capita production and capital ac¬ 
cumulation. After the 1707 union - in 
particular following the final defeat of 
the Stewart dynasts and the highland 
threat after 1746 - Scotland experi¬ 
enced a sudden industrial revolution 
and a spectacular economic boom. 
Similar leaps forward were repeated in 
the 19th century. Engineering and 
shipbuilding in Scotland accounted 
for a huge tranche of the world mar¬ 
ket into the 20th century and was 
found on the cutting edge of techno¬ 
logical change and innovation. As a 
consequence, far from being a ‘pe¬ 
ripheral’ economic region in Britain, 
Scotland, or more precisely the low¬ 


lands, lay at the “core”. 11 

Scottish aristocrats, capitalists and 
middle class careerists thrived 
through promoting and participating 
in the British market, the British state 
machine and the British empire. Glas¬ 
gow was one of the premier industrial 
workshops of the world and on a par 
with Birmingham, Sheffield, Man¬ 
chester, Belfast and Cardiff. As for Ed¬ 
inburgh, it was a global banking 
centre, second only to the City of 
London. What goes for the economy 
can also be seen in terms of the cadre 
who staffed civil (bourgeois) society 
and the state. Edinburgh-trained doc¬ 
tors, soldiers of fortune, men of letters, 
politicians on the make headed south 
and prospered. Scots came to dispro- 
portionally occupy a whole variety of 
top posts. Eg, during the first half of 
the 18th century 25% of all regimental 
officers were Scottish. 

Moreover, there is the widespread 
and persistent phenomenon of Scots 
being elected in English constituen¬ 
cies. Campbell Bannerman, Asquith 
and Bonnar Law stood at the apex of 
British politics in the first quarter of 
the 20th century. Each of them held the 
highest office of prime minister. After 
his 1997 general election victory Tony 
Blair (Edinburgh-born) appointed a 
whole pack of Scottish ministers, in¬ 
cluding foreign secretary, chancellor 
of the exchequer and lord chancellor - 
in terms of population a massive im¬ 
balance against the English. Andrew 
Neil - the millionaire Scottish broad¬ 
caster - waspishly refers to a “Scot¬ 
tish Raj”. 12 Such a situation, where the 
‘colonised nation’ provides the lead¬ 
ing personnel for the ‘colonising na¬ 
tion’ in such numbers, is 
uncharacteristic, to say the least. 

What of cultural imperialism? The 
argument here is that the subjugation 
suffered by Scotland was not of the 
overt type imposed on Africa and 
Asia. What Scotland experienced 
took place in the realm of conscious¬ 
ness. Scottish culture was deemed 
second-rate, compared with the Eng- 
lish-British culture, which was, how¬ 
ever, sneakily imposed upon the 
Scottish population by members of 
the Scottish elite. Enlightenment 
thinkers - Francis Hutcheson, Adam 
Smith, David Hume, James Mackin¬ 
tosh, James Burnett, Adam Ferguson, 
John Millar, William Robertson - be¬ 
ing particular butts of criticism. 

Not that the Scottish reformation 
and the associated system of parish 
schools escape unscathed. Accord¬ 
ing to the self-confessed “ultra-na¬ 
tionalist” Siol nan Gaidheal - Seed of 
the Gaels - well before the 1707 polit¬ 
ical union, it was apparently a “trage¬ 
dy for Scottish culture that the 
English Bible was introduced to Scot¬ 
land” without the slightest effort to 
“adapt its language to Scottish prac¬ 
tice”. As for the parish school system, 
it “emphasised literacy”. Hence it be¬ 
came “essential for English to be 
taught, as it was written in the Bible 
and spoken by the minister in the 
kirk”. 13 So the reason why god ap¬ 
peared as an Englishman before Scot¬ 
tish children, and not as a trueborn 
Scot, is blamed on the unpatriotic, 
treacherous and self-hating educated 
classes of Scotland. The very subtle¬ 
ty of this cultural imperialism means 
that the mass of the population are 
hardly aware of the English poison 
being drip-fed into their Scottish 
heads. 

Actually what happened in the 18th 
century was not cultural imperialism, 
but assimilation - typically a two-way 
process. Between Scotland and Eng¬ 


land there was cross-fertilisation, syn¬ 
thesis and the emergence of some¬ 
thing higher, something new, 
something more than the sum of its 
parts. There was a strong, often bril¬ 
liant and certainly unmistakable Scot¬ 
tish input, which both changed 
Englishness and created Britishness. 
Adam Smith furnished the ground¬ 
breaking economic theory which 
mapped out Britain’s capitalist future. 
David Hume’s scepticism provided 
the foundations for the utilitarianism 
and rationalism of the British bour¬ 
geoisie. James Mackintosh created 
modem English history with his His¬ 
tory of the revolution in England. 
James Mill argued in defence of the 
East India Company, championed 
public education and popularised 
Ricardoism. Walter Scott took the rad¬ 
ical English myth of Saxon liberty and 
the Norman iron heel and gave it a 
conservative twist, in what was also 
a parable for post-1746 Great Britain, 
by resolving the contradiction into a 
reconciliation between the two ‘rac¬ 
es’. Thomas Carlyle opposed democ¬ 
racy but expressed a sincere, if 
romantic sympathy for the lot of the 
poor, and put forward an influential 
critique of capitalist industrialisation. 

None of these men regarded them¬ 
selves as English quislings or agents 
of English cultural imperialism. Far 
from viewing themselves as ‘inferi¬ 
ors’, they believed themselves to be 
of the best sort, homo superior, lead¬ 
ing lights, and, as we have shown, 
they actively and sometimes decisive¬ 
ly shaped the emerging sense of Brit¬ 
ishness. Hence, if England influenced 
and inspired Scottishness, as it un¬ 
doubtedly did, so Scottish intellectu¬ 
als transformed England through 
remaking it as part of the British na¬ 
tional formation. 

The highlands are a region where 
there was a process that might legiti¬ 
mately be called internal colonisation. 
But were the English the colonists? 
Culloden was not the defeat of the 
Scots by the English, as nationalist 
mythology has it. Nor was the horri¬ 
ble persecution which followed car¬ 
ried out by England. Such a 
formulation obscures the national, 
social and class content. The battle of 
Culloden in 1746 saw the profession¬ 
al Hanoverian army utterly rout the 
highlanders fighting on behalf of 
Charles Edward Stewart and his father. 
The technology and disciplined mili¬ 
tary techniques of the new 18th cen¬ 
tury cut through the bravery of clan 
society. However, this defeat was in¬ 
flicted not by England: rather by a 
combination of lowland Scots, and 
German and English regiments in the 
pay of the British state. 

At Culloden, and during the mili¬ 
tary occupation of the highland glens 
that followed, the British state first 
decimated clan society militarily and 
then proceeded to take apart its so¬ 
cial fabric. Some of the worst atroci¬ 
ties were carried out under the 
command of lowland Scots officers. 
Nationalists might argue that these 
men had absorbed hostile English 
cultural attitudes towards their fellow 
countrymen. However, the antago¬ 
nism between the lowlands and the 
highlands dates back many centuries, 
to well before the union of the crowns 
in 1603. Lowlanders generally viewed 
highlanders as barbaric, uncouth and 
lawless. To travel in the highlands was 
for them to enter bandit territory and 
to risk life and limb. 

Crucially, the highlands were not 
incorporated into English culture: rath¬ 
er the British ascendancy. Clan socie¬ 


ty was not Scottish society, nor was 
the Gaelic language the language of 
Scotland. To conflate the two is to 
make an elementary mistake. The fate 
of the highlands was therefore not the 
fate of Scotland. 

Moreover, it needs to be stressed 
that for the highland clan chiefs and 
the associated elite, Brutishness pre¬ 
sented a golden opportunity for bet¬ 
terment. Once defeated, they eagerly 
turned away from scratching a living 
from feudal tithes and instead chased 
the cornucopia offered by capitalism. 
Those responsible for the highland 
clearances - the mass expulsion of the 
peasant population from the land - 
were almost without exception not 
only Scottish, but highland aristo¬ 
crats. These grandees used Scottish 
agents to carry out their ‘modernisa¬ 
tion’, along with Scottish policemen 
and Scottish army regiments to crush 
resistance. All for the sake of turning 
the “whole country” into a giant 
“sheep-walk” and “primitive capital 
accumulation”. 14 

The native Gaels were uprooted by 
their own lairds and forced onto ships 
bound for the USA or Canada. That 
or, hungry, bedraggled, footsore, they 
made their way into the dark, blood¬ 
sucking giant factories and mills of 
Glasgow. 

While the whole process was time¬ 
concentrated, it was in essence no 
different from the dispossession of 
the English peasants through the en¬ 
closures, carried out 400 years previ¬ 
ously, or the suffering that the 
peasantry in Europe endured during 
the transition to capitalism. However, 
after being deported, the majority of 
highlanders played a genuinely colo¬ 
nial role in their new American home. 
Native Amerindians were for the most 
part unable to distinguish between the 
awful treatment meted out to them by 
highland Scots and any of the other 
European colonists they came into 
contact with. 

Equally significant, highland Scots 
in America often became fiercely pro- 
British. Former Jacobites were some 
of George Ill’s most loyal subjects. 
Even the celebrated Flora Macdonald, 
saviour of Bonnie Prince Charlie, 
turned Hanoverian after she migrated 
to North Carolina. Her husband, Al¬ 
lan, mobilised highland settlers in sup¬ 
port of the king against the 
revolutionaries. His men were decked 
out in full highland costume - tartan 
plaid, a large blue bonnet with a cock¬ 
ade of black ribbon, a tartan waistcoat 
with gold buttons and tartan hose. 

Ideologically they were still prone 
to look fondly back to a lost feudal 
past. Not forward to the democratic 
and socialist future. 

Notes 

1. B Anderson Imagined communities Lon¬ 
don 1991, pl32. 

2. Quoted in S Avineri Hegel s theory of the 
modern state Cambridge 1974, p21. 

3. T Sheridan and A McCombes Imagine 
Edinburgh 2000, p 178. 

4. Weekly Worker )v\y 20. 

5. Weekly Worker November 5 1998. 

6. www.j esus-is-lord.com/kjpeace.htm. 

7. JD Young The very bastards of creation 
Glasgow 1996, p23. 

8. T Sheridan and A McCombes Imagine 
Edinburgh 2000, pi84. 

9. Weekly Worker July 20. 

10. www.csaa.ca/CRSA/BookReview/Re- 
views/200505/200505KUMAR.htm. 

11. N Davidson The origins of Scottish na¬ 
tionhood London 2000, p94. 

12. www.sundayherald.com/51439. 

13. www.siol-nan-gaidheal.com/educt. 
htm#edu. 

14. K Marx Capital Vol 1, London 1970, 
p729. 





10 


weeny- 

August 3 2006 636 WOrkef* 


The science of solidarity 


THEORY 


Chris Knight of the Radical Anthropology 
Group looks at the ‘selfish gene’ revolution - 
and draws some rather different conclusions 
from moralistic liberals 



Charles Darwin: heartless nature 


I n 1844, following a four-year voyage 
around the world, Charles Darwin 
confided to a close friend that he had 
come to a dangerous conclusion. For 
seven years, he wrote, he had been “en¬ 
gaged in a very presumptuous work”, 
perhaps “a very foolish one”. 

He had noticed that on each of the 
Galapagos Islands, the local finches ate 
slightly different foods and had evolved 
correspondingly modified beaks. In 
South America, he had examined many 
extraordinary fossils of extinct animals. 
Pondering the significance of all this, he 
had felt forced to change his mind about 
the origin of species. To his friend, Dar¬ 
win wrote: “I am almost convinced (quite 
contrary to the opinion I started with) 
that species are not (it is like confessing 
a murder) immutable.” 1 

In 1844, belief in transmutation - the 
idea that species could evolve into one 
another - was politically dangerous. 
Even as Darwin was “confessing” his 
new beliefs, atheists and revolutionar¬ 
ies were circulating penny papers 
around London’s streets, championing 
evolutionary ideas in opposition to the 
established doctrines of church and 
state. At that time, the best known evo¬ 
lutionary theorist was Jean-Baptiste 
Lamarck, custodian of the insect and 
worm displays in the Paris Natural His¬ 
tory Museum. Closely identified with 
atheism and other subversive beliefs 
held to emanate from republican and rev¬ 
olutionary France, evolutionism in Brit¬ 
ain was termed ‘Lamarckism’. 

Any ‘Lamarckian’ - any scientist, that 
is, who questioned the god-given immu¬ 
tability of species - risked being identi¬ 
fied with republicans, rioters and 
insurrectionists. Caught between his 
cautiously liberal political persona and 
his private scientific insights, Darwin 
was so anxious that he made himself ill, 
concealing and suppressing his findings 
as if he had secretly committed murder. 

The period of revolutionary uprisings 
culminated in the events of 1848, when 
workers attempted insurrections in Brit¬ 
ain and across Europe. With the defeat 
of these uprisings, counterrevolution set 
in. During the subsequent decade, the 
threat from the left receded. By 1858, 
another scientist - Alfred Wallace - had 
independently hit upon the principle of 
evolution by natural selection; if Darwin 
did not publish, Wallace would gain the 
scientific credit. With revolution no long¬ 
er an immediate danger, Darwin’s cour¬ 
age rose and in 1859 he at last published 
The origin of species? 

In his great book, Darwin presented a 
wholly new concept. Lamarck had ex¬ 
plained evolution as the outcome of 
animals’ lifetime striving for self-improve¬ 
ment. Darwin’s grimmer, crueller idea was 
borrowed from the reverend Thomas 
Malthus, an economist employed by the 
East India Company. Malthus had no 
interest in the origin of species - his agen¬ 
da was pohtical. Human populations, he 
argued, will always increase faster than 
the supply of food. Struggle and starva¬ 
tion must inevitably result. Public char¬ 
ities, said Malthus, can only aggravate 
the problem: handouts will make the 
paupers feel comfortable, encouraging 
them to breed. More mouths to feed 
must lead to more poverty and so to yet 
further - insatiable - demands for welfare. 
The best policy is to let the poor die. 3 

Darwin’s genius was to link botany 
and geology with this politically moti¬ 
vated advocacy of free competition and 


the ‘struggle for survival’. Darwin saw 
Malthus’s laissez-faire morality at work 
throughout nature. Population growth 
in the animal world would always out¬ 
strip the local food supply; inevitably, 
then, competition must end in starvation 
for the unfit. Whereas moralists or sen¬ 
timentalists might have sought to sof¬ 
ten this image of a heartless nature, 
Darwin followed Malthus in celebrating 
it. Just as capitalism brutally punished 
the poor and needy, so ‘natural selection’ 
weeded out creatures unable to compete. 
As the less fit in each generation died 
out, so the survivors’ offspring would 
be disproportionately numerous, as 
would any inherited characteristics. Star¬ 
vation and death, then, contributed pos¬ 
itively to an evolutionary dynamic of 
punishing failure while rewarding suc¬ 
cess. 

In this way, Darwin succeeded in ne¬ 
gating the former pohtical implications of 
evolutionary theory. Far from justifying 
collective resistance to injustice and ex¬ 
ploitation - as historians Adrian Des¬ 
mond and James Moore explain - 
Darwin’s new evolutionism served a re¬ 
verse pohtical function: 

“‘Social Darwinism’ is often taken to 
be something extraneous, an ugly con¬ 
cretion added to the pure Darwinian 
corpus after the event, tarnishing Dar¬ 
win’s image. But his notebooks make 
plain that competition, free trade, impe¬ 
rialism, racial extermination and sexual 
inequality were written into the equation 
from the start - ‘Darwinism’ was always 
intended to explain human society.” 4 

Darwin pictured nature as a world 
without morals. By implication, this nat¬ 
uralised - hence legitimised - an economic 
system based on unrestrained competi¬ 
tion, free of any misguided ‘moral’ inter¬ 
ference from religion or state. Following 
publication of The origin of species , the 
consequent public scandals and contro¬ 
versies pitted natural selection against 
philosophers, clerics and others - main¬ 
ly conservative rather than radical - who 
foresaw Darwin’s vision culminating in 
the collapse of all social morals. 

Group selection 

Following Darwin’s death in 1881, many 
influential thinkers attempted to blunt the 
force of Darwin’s apparently harsh, amor¬ 
al reasoning. In Russia, the anarchist 
thinker, Peter Kropotkin, published Mu¬ 
tual aid, a factor in evolution , arguing 
that cooperation, not competition, is 
nature’s law. The phrase, ‘survival of the 
fittest’ - so others came to argue - referred 
to conflict between groups or species, 
not individuals. According to this line of 
reasoning, individuals of any given spe¬ 
cies were destined to cooperate among 
themselves. For example, this explained 
sex - it was there to perpetuate the spe¬ 
cies. Males and females had to cooper¬ 
ate to reproduce; if they selfishly 
avoided this obligation, their species 
would become extinct. 

From the early 1900s, this idea became 
popular because it resonated with then 
fashionable currents of pohtical philos¬ 
ophy. Nations were associated with ‘rac¬ 
es’ and likened to animal species. Each 
species, race or nation was supposed to 
be engaged in a life-and-death compet¬ 
itive struggle against its rivals. Those 
whose members cooperated with collec¬ 
tive requirements might survive; those 
whose members acted ‘selfishly’ risked 
extinction. 

Eugenics became widely fashionable, 


featuring centrally in German Nazi ideol¬ 
ogy. In the 1940s, pioneering ethologist 
Konrad Lorenz delighted Nazi propa¬ 
gandists by arguing that warfare is nat¬ 
ural - as illustrated when male elephant 
seals or caribou bulls compete violently 
for access to females. This, argued 
Lorenz, is a healthy mechanism for elim¬ 
inating weaklings, thereby preserving 
and improving the quality of the race. In 
Britain, Winston Churchill had earlier 
been an enthusiastic supporter of eugen¬ 
ics, telling Asquith in 1910: “The unnat¬ 
ural and increasingly rapid growth of the 
feeble-minded and insane classes, cou¬ 
pled as it is with a steady restriction 
among the thrifty, energetic and superi¬ 
or stocks, constitutes a national and race 
danger which it is impossible to exagger¬ 
ate.” Churchill urged the British govern¬ 
ment to start compulsorily sterilising “the 
feeble-minded and insane classes”, 
deeming this necessary to preserve the 
vigour of the race. 5 

The ‘species-advantage’ or ‘group 
selection’ theory of evolution received 
its most sophisticated and explicit formu¬ 
lation in 1962, when the Scottish natu¬ 
ralist, VC Wynne-Edwards, published a 
book entitled Animal dispersion in re¬ 
lation to social behaviour. For Wynne- 
Edwards, the fundamental problem faced 
by any biological population or species 
was unrestrained breeding. This would 
lead to shortages, followed ultimately by 
starvation on a potentially catastrophic 
scale. What was the solution? Accord¬ 
ing to Wynne-Edwards, the species as 
a whole needed to develop mechanisms 
limiting its own fertility. 

On the basis of this theory, Wynne- 
Edwards sought to explain certain oth¬ 
erwise puzzling features of animal and 
human life. In particular, he reinterpret¬ 
ed human practices such as cannibalism, 
infanticide and warfare, presenting them 
in a positive light as mechanisms for 
culling excess population. Many natu¬ 
ralists had observed instances of birds 
in large colonies destroying one anoth¬ 
er’s offspring, or lions biting and killing 
little cubs. All this, said Wynne-Ed¬ 
wards, could now be explained. The kill¬ 
ers were not just being selfish. They were 
helping the species by keeping the pop¬ 
ulation in check. In the human case, 
warfare served a similar function, since 
it was necessary to keep population lev¬ 
els down. 

Wynne-Edwards’ theory - nowadays 
known as ‘group selection’ - remained 
influential within Darwinism until the 
1970s. But precisely by formulating it in 
such strident, explicit terms, Wynne- 
Edwards unwittingly exposed its logical 
flaws. As soon as scientists started 
thinking about the alleged ‘population- 
reducing mechanisms’, it became clear 
that they could not possibly work. A 
gene for lowered reproductive success 
is simply a contradiction in terms. Re¬ 
gardless of any future group-level ben¬ 
efits, it would not and could not get 
passed on. 

Wilham Hamilton 6 defined ‘fitness’ as 
success in perpetuating one’s genes, 
rendering the eugenicists’ classic ideo¬ 
logical arguments curiously irrelevant. 
To take an example, imagine that the low¬ 
er classes in Churchill’s Britain really were 
- as he feared they were - breeding more 
prolifically than the rich. In ‘selfish gene’ 
terms, this would make them especially 
‘fit’. Preventing the lower classes from 
breeding would have been absurd by 
any Darwinian standards. ‘Fitness’ can 
be measured by reference only to the 
success of genes - not that of ‘races’, 
‘classes’ or ‘species’. In future, therefore, 
racist and other reactionary politicians 
would have to propound their theories 
without endorsement from evolutionary 
science. 

As Robert Trivers observes, “Spe¬ 
cies-advantage reasoning has some im¬ 


portant consequences. First, it tends to 
elevate one individual’s self-interest to 
that of the species, thereby tending to 
justify that individual’s behaviour. In our 
example [infanticide by male languor 
monkeys], the adult male’s self-interest 
has been elevated to that of the species: 
it is given a new name. What he is con¬ 
cerned with is population regulation, 
something that is beneficial to all. By 
contrast, the viewpoint of natural selec¬ 
tion should make us suspicious of the 
notion that one individual’s self-interest 
is the same as that of the species. In¬ 
stead, we expect individuals to act in 
their own self-interest. In a verbal spe¬ 
cies such as our own, we also expect in¬ 
dividuals to represent these actions as 
being in everyone’s self-interest. 

“Secondly, group-selection reasoning 
distracts our attention from conflict with¬ 
in social groups and from manoeuvres 
that have evolved to mediate such con¬ 
flicts. Hence, unconsciously such rea¬ 
soning tends to render other individuals 
powerless. ‘The male has the power and 
the power is good for the species.’ Such 
reasoning prevents us from predicting 
female counterstrategies and from see¬ 
ing the limits to male power. By contrast, 
an approach based on natural selection 
demands these counterstrategies. We 
expect to find them, and we analyse any 
social interaction from the standpoint of 
each of the individuals affected by it.” 7 

These new understandings ushered 
in one of the most momentous upheav¬ 
als in recent scientific history, with pro¬ 
found and exciting implications not only 
for biology, but also for anthropology 
and the social sciences. If Marx and 
Engels were alive today, they would cer¬ 
tainly be placing themselves at the head 
of such developments. 

Virtually all evolutionary scientists are 
today in agreement that Wynne-Ed¬ 
wards’ ‘group selection’ theory was 
wrong. The idea that sex, violence or any 
other form of genetically transmitted 
behaviour can evolve ‘for the good of 
the species’ is now completely discred¬ 
ited. Animals do not practise sex ‘to per¬ 
petuate the species’: they do it for a more 
down-to-earth reason - to perpetuate 
their genes. No gene can be designed 
to minimise its own self-replication. In a 
competitive world, it would quickly be 
an ex-gene. 

Suppose a lion generously opted to 
kill its own cubs so as to help reduce the 
overall population, in accordance with 


the earlier ‘group selection’ theory. Rel¬ 
ative to other lions, that particular ani¬ 
mal would have low reproductive 
success. Regardless of what eventually 
happened to its group, all individuals in 
any future population would be exclu¬ 
sively descendants of the more ‘selfish’ 
reproducers - those lions designed to im¬ 
mortalise their own genes at the expense 
of their competitors. 

Once this point was grasped on theo¬ 
retical grounds, scientists set out to re¬ 
examine the evidence in the light of their 
new theoretical understanding. It soon 
transpired that lions killing young cubs 
were in fact targeting not their own off¬ 
spring but exclusively those sired by ri¬ 
val males. The same applied to other 
instances of so-called ‘population reg¬ 
ulation’. In every case, it could be shown 
that those responsible were acting self¬ 
ishly, their instincts serving to replicate 
their own genes. 

Selfish gene 

Group-selectionist thinkers had persist¬ 
ently dressed up infanticide, violence or 
aggression as ‘moral’ in that it served the 
wider interests of ‘the nation’ or ‘the 
group’. Genocidal murderers and war 
criminals were conceptualised by Wyn¬ 
ne-Edwards as guardians of wider inter¬ 
ests, culling excess population or 
eliminating weaklings ‘for the greater 
good’. 

‘ Selfish gene’ Darwinism put an abmpt 
end to all this. The new approach made 
it impossible any longer to elevate one 
individual’s self-interest to that of the 
species. No longer could animal popu¬ 
lations be likened to nation-states, pic¬ 
tured as cohesive, morally regulated 
wholes. Instead, animals were expected 
to pursue their fitness interests, as if de¬ 
signed to immortalise their genes. They 
were expected not only to cooperate but 
also compete, with males recurrently pit¬ 
ted against females, siblings competing 
against one another and offspring often 
striving to exploit their own parents. 

This stress on struggle and conflict 
brings modem Darwinism into conver¬ 
gence with at least one aspect of Marx¬ 
ism: its focus on conflict and stmggle. 
Both Darwinism and Marxism see social 
life as cooperative on some levels, but 
on other levels divided by class, sex and 
other forms of conflict. Where harmony 
exists or is successfully established, this 
has to be explained, not assumed. 

Once group selection theory was over- 
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thrown, scientists were forced to look at life 
anew, addressing, clarifying and often solv¬ 
ing an array of scientific puzzles in the proc¬ 
ess. How did life on earth first begin? When 
and why did sex evolve? How did the social 
insects become so cooperative? Why, like all 
living organisms, do we get ill and eventually 
die? From now on, every theory had to dem¬ 
onstrate its consistency with the relentless, 
uncompromising ‘selfishness’ of genes. 

The result was a spectacular series of in¬ 
tellectual breakthroughs, amounting to a gen¬ 
uine revolution in the life sciences which is 
still under way. In 1976, Richard Dawkins’ 
book, The selfish gene , announced the revo¬ 
lution to widespread scientific acclaim. Unfor¬ 
tunately, it was also met with equally 
vociferous condemnation from middle class 
academics and moralists, who had apparent¬ 
ly read no further than the title. 

Rather as Karl Marx and Frederick Engels 
opposed utopian theories of socialism, mod¬ 
em Darwinians are vigorous in opposition to 
all misty-eyed, unrealistic theories about the 
benevolence of human nature or the inevita¬ 
bility of social progress. “Be warned,” Dawkins 
wrote in 1976, “that if you wish, as I do, to build 
a society in which individuals cooperate gen¬ 
erously and unselfishly towards a common 
good, you can expect little help from biological 
nature. Let us try to teach generosity and al¬ 
truism, because we are bom selfish. Let us un¬ 
derstand what our own selfish genes are up 
to, because we may then at least have the 
chance to upset their designs, something that 
no other species has ever aspired to.” 

Dawkins concluded The selfish gene with 
these words: “The point I am making now is 
that, even if we look on the dark side and as¬ 
sume that individual man is fundamentally 
selfish, our conscious foresight - our capac¬ 
ity to simulate the future in imagination - 
could save us from the worst selfish excess¬ 
es of the blind replicators. We have at least 
the mental equipment to foster our long-term 
selfish interests rather than merely our short¬ 
term selfish interests. We can see the long¬ 
term benefits of participating in a ‘conspiracy 
of doves’, and we can sit down together to 
discuss ways of making that conspiracy work. 

“We have the power to defy the selfish 
genes of our birth and, if necessary, the self¬ 
ish memes of our indoctrination. We can even 
discuss ways of deliberately cultivating and 
nurturing pure, disinterested altruism - some¬ 
thing that has no place in nature, something 
that has never existed before in the whole 
history of the world. We are built as gene 
machines and cultured as meme machines, 
but we have the power to turn against our 
creators. We, alone on earth, can rebel against 
the tyranny of the selfish replicators.” 8 

Distancing himself from Malthus and by 
implication from Darwin as well, Dawkins, 
then, is unwilling to let nature run its course. 
While Dawkins is no revolutionary socialist, 
his determination to distinguish what is nat¬ 


ural from what is moral is a position which 
Marx and Engels would have endorsed. 

Utopian socialism failed because it never 
got to grips with capitalism. It never explained 
how you could get from A to B - from the 
competitive logic of capitalism to its socialist 
antithesis. Instead, the utopian dreamers just 
counterposed their idealistic visions to the 
harsh realities of contemporary life, never 
bothering to fathom or explore the contradic¬ 
tions within capitalism itself. In a comparable 
way, prior to the ‘selfish gene’ revolution in 
the life sciences, biologists had appealed to 
cooperation in the animal world as an explan¬ 
atory principle, without explaining how it 
could be reconciled with Malthusianism or 
‘survival of the fittest’. 

The great value of the new Darwinism is 
that it is not utopian. When animals are found 
to be assisting one another or even risking 
their lives for one another - as often happens 
- then this too has to be explained rather than 
just assumed. Above all, any altruism on the 
level of social behaviour must be reconciled 
with the inevitable ‘selfishness’ of genetic 
replication as such. 

From this standpoint, the new Darwinism 
might almost be termed the ‘science of soli¬ 
darity’. Selfishness is easy to explain. The real 
challenge is to explain why animals are so 
often not selfish. This is a particular challenge 
in the case of humans, who - perhaps more 
than any other animal - can engage in extraor¬ 
dinary acts of courage and self-sacrifice for 
the benefit of others. There are well authenti¬ 
cated accounts of how soldiers during World 
War I would throw themselves on to an ex¬ 
ploding hand-grenade, thereby saving their 
comrades’ lives. Kamikaze pilots and suicide 
bombers may be accused of ‘fanaticism’, but 
hardly of personal selfishness. 

Must such courage be laboriously learned 
or drilled into humans, or can powerful in¬ 
stincts be drawn upon? If we take it that peo¬ 
ple have it in themselves to be naturally 
cooperative and even heroic, then this sets 
up an intellectual paradox. Why do the genes 
for heroism - those courageous instincts 
which in times of crisis can override our more 
cowardly, selfish drives - not become elimi¬ 
nated over evolutionary time? The man who 
dies in battle will have no more offspring. By 
contrast, the coward may leave many de¬ 
scendants. On this basis, would we not ex¬ 
pect each generation to be less heroic - more 
selfish - than the one before? 

Kin selection 

The utopian theory of ‘group selection’ ob¬ 
fuscated this problem by proposing an all-too- 
easy answer. Heroism, it was said, enhanced 
the prospects of the group. The problem was 
that this failed to explain how such courage 
could be part of human nature, passed on from 
one generation to the next. It was precisely 
this difficulty which prompted George Wil¬ 
liams, Bill Hamilton, Robert Trivers, Richard 


Dawkins and their colleagues in the 1960s and 
1970s to come up with a better answer. When 
the solution was found, it became the corner¬ 
stone of modem evolutionary science. 

The solution to the puzzle lay in Bill Hamil¬ 
ton’s idea of ‘kin selection’ or ‘inclusive fit¬ 
ness’. Bravery in battle rests on instincts not 
radically different from those motivating a 
mother to take risks in defending her children. 
It is precisely because her genes are ‘selfish’ 
- not despite this ‘selfishness’ - that a moth¬ 
er’s courage can draw on deep instinctual 
resources. In effect, the mother who instinc¬ 
tively takes risks for her children is including 
these children as part of her ‘self’. In genetic 
terms, this is realistic because her children 
share her genes. We can easily see why a 
mother’s ‘selfish’ genes can prompt her to put 
her children first. A comparable logic might 
prompt sisters and brothers to behave self¬ 
lessly toward one another. 

Far back in the evolutionary past, humans 
evolved in relatively small-scale kinship- 
based groups. Any person with whom you 
worked, or with whom you bonded closely, 
had a good statistical chance of sharing your 
genes. The genes would have been saying, 
in effect, ‘Replicate us by taking risks to de¬ 
fend your sisters and brothers.’ We humans 
are designed to help one another - even die 
for one another - provided we have first had 
a chance to form a bond. Today, even under 
conditions where we are much less likely to 
be kin-related, these instincts keep on prompt¬ 
ing us as powerfully as ever. 

Dawkins is right to warn against reliance 
on nature as a force for good. Yet the ideal of 
brotherly solidarity is not wholly dependent 
on external, social factors, such as education 
or propaganda. It does not have to be forced 
upon us in defiance of our nature. Solidarity 
is part of an ancient tradition - an evolution¬ 
ary strategy - which long ago became central 
to human nature itself. It is one priceless ex¬ 
pression of the replicatory ‘selfishness’ of our 
genes. 
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communist university 2006 


a week of debate, controversy and critical thinking 

August 12-19, south London 


Hosted by the Communist Party of Great Britain and co-sponsored by the Radical Anthropology Group, Critique, 
Iran Bulletin, Organisation of Revolutionary Workers of Iran (UK branch), Workers Left Unity Iran and the Commu¬ 
nist Party of Turkey. Our first weekend (August 12-13) is jointly organised with the RAG under the banner of The 
human revolution’ and will look at the origins of human culture, language and solidarity. 

Highlights during the week include: 

■ Boris Kagarlitsky on 1917 and the tasks for Marxists today 

■ Socialism before, during and after Marx - Hillel Ticktin, editor Critique 

■ Engels and the first human revolution - Camilla Power (RAG) 

■ Noam Chomsky and the human revolution - Chris Knight, Marxist anthropologist 

■ What robots can tell us about being human - Luc Steels, robotics expert 

■ Why we need a second human revolution and how we get it - Jack Conrad, CPGB 

■ Iran and the limits of the anti-war movement’s single-issue politics - Mehdi Kia, Iran Bulletin 

■ Revolutionary strategy and the failures of Trotskyism - Mike Macnair, CPGB 
Full programme available on www.cpgb.org.uk soon 



Boris Kagarlitsky 



Prices: full week, including self-catering accommodation in single en suite rooms - £140 
(£100 unwaged); first weekend, including one night’s accommodation - £35 (£20); day - 
£10 (£5); session - £5 (£3). 

To reserve your place, send £30 (cheque or postal order to BCM Box 928, London WC1N 
3XX). Alternatively, pay via PayPal on our website. 

Venue: Raymont Hall, 63 Wickham Road, New Cross, London SE4 (15 minutes walk from 
New Cross tube station, 5 minutes from Brockley railway station). 
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Luc Steels 


What we 
fight for 

■ Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revo¬ 
lutionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically ad¬ 
vanced workers into a Communist Party. Without organi¬ 
sation the working class is nothing; with the highest form 
of organisation it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many so-called 'parties’ on the 
left. In reality they are confessional sects. Members who 
disagree with the prescribed 'line’ are expected to gag 
themselves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists oppose the US-UK occupation of Iraq and 
stand against all imperialist wars but constantly strive to 
bring to the fore the fundamental question - ending war is 
bound up with ending capitalism. 

■ Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, 'One state, one party’. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a Communist Party 
of the EU. 

The working class must be organised globally. Without 
a global Communist Party, a Communist International, 
the struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coor¬ 
dination. 

■ Communists have no interest apart from the working 
class as a whole. They differ only in recognising the im¬ 
portance of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is 
no dogma, but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the 
future of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with 
war, pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist socialism are reactionary and anti-working 
class. 

The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. 
They will resist using every means at their disposal. Com¬ 
munists favour using parliament and winning the biggest 
possible working class representation. But workers must 
be readied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, for¬ 
cibly if we must. 

Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and a United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the 
struggle for peace and ecological sustainability are just 
as much working class questions as pay, trade union rights 
and demands for high-quality health, housing and educa¬ 
tion. 

■ Socialism represents victory in the battle for democ¬ 
racy. It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either 
democratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its 
opposite. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploi¬ 
tation, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is 
general freedom and the real beginning of human his¬ 
tory. 

■ All who accept these principles are urged to join the 
Communist Party. 
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Israel assault 
part of broader 
US war aims 



Hands off Lebanon, 
no war on Iran 


W ith almost each day that 
passes, Israel’s barbaric as¬ 
sault on Lebanon grows in 
intensity and ferocity. After nearly 
three weeks of fighting, at least 750 
Lebanese - overwhelmingly civilians 
- have been killed by Israeli military 
strikes, while Israeli casualties number 
just over 50. Furthermore, as we go to 
press, all the signs indicate that Israel 
is on the verge of launching a massive 
ground invasion of southern Leba¬ 
non - just as it did in June 1982. 

So several thousand troops are al¬ 
ready deployed within Lebanon, with 
some 15,000 or more Israeli reservists 
now ready to join the fray. Meanwhile, 
fighter aircraft and artillery attempt to 
pound Hezbollah, and the Lebanese 
people as a whole, into terrified sub¬ 
mission. And then there are the Israeli 
special forces currently swarming deep 
into Lebanon, seeking to engage and 
eliminate key targets. This has led to 
particularly fierce fighting in the Beka’a 
Valley and the Hezbollah strongholds 
of Bint Jbeil and Baalbek - the latter 
being chosen as it is the last known 
location of Sheikh Mohammed Yazbek, 
a member of the Hezbollah high coun¬ 
cil and to all effects and purposes Iran’s 
‘official’ representative in Lebanon. 

Communists, like most people in the 
world, have been sickened by the way 
in which Israel has inflicted collective 
punishment on Lebanon in a clear act 
of imperialistic aggression. Once 
again. Equally as astounding - and re¬ 
volting - has been the brutal and al¬ 
most casual cynicism and violence 
deployed by the Israeli state, as it 
conducts its own ‘war against terror’ 
- using the means of mass terror... and 
mass lies. 

Quite obviously, whatever the mis¬ 
erable dissemination, the latest Israe¬ 
li campaign had been planned long in 
advance. The capturing of two Israeli 
soldiers was just a flimsy pretext for 
war - after all, they have been almost 
entirely forgotten, once operation 
Grapes Of Wrath got underway for 
real. In reality, what is unfolding in the 
Middle East at the present time is all 
part and parcel of imperialism’s global 
‘war against terror’. Specifically, the 
United States - and of course its most 
loyal and consistent ally, the United 
Kingdom - is determined to step up 
the war drive against Syria and, far 
more importantly, Iran. In that sense, 
by backing Israel’s war against Leba¬ 
non, the United States is targeting 
Iran. The logic is impeccable. Hezbol¬ 
lah attacked Israel, Hezbollah is 
backed and supplied by Iran, there¬ 
fore Iran is the problem unless it prom¬ 
ises to cease backing and supplying 
Hezbollah. If it refuses or prevaricates 
then that provides justification for a 
direct US assault on Iran itself. 

Hence the support that Bush and 
Blair have given to Israel - making out 
that it is the innocent party merely 
responding to the Hezbollah “terror¬ 



More victims of Israeli state terrorism 


ists” - is part of a bigger, strategic pic¬ 
ture. The US is not about to remake 
the Middle East, let alone bring de¬ 
mocracy. The autocratic regimes in 
Saudi Arabia, Jordan and Egypt are to 
be left untroubled. But those who 
refuse to prostrate themselves before 
US imperialism are to be smashed un¬ 
der the rubric of fighting the ‘war on 
terror’. This device gives the US rul¬ 
ing class a half-convincing enemy - 
internal and external - which engen¬ 
ders general fear in the population, 
which justifies ratcheting down on 
civil rights and ramping up military ex¬ 
penditure (thereby maintaining profit 
rates and temporarily putting off the 
economic crisis). 

Of course, communists have abso¬ 
lutely no illusions in Hezbollah - it is a 
thoroughly reactionary organisation 
which is fundamentally counterposed 
to democracy, secularism and working 
class control. Yet to argue that Hez¬ 
bollah - or Hamas, for that matter - are 
the cause of Zionist aggression and 


US plans to unleash mayhem on Iran, 
is the logic of the madhouse. 

But, of course, this is the position 
taken by Bush, Blair and the insuffer¬ 
able Condoleezza Rice - as she shut¬ 
tles around the Middle East trying to 
bully everyone into imperialist line. 
Israel must be supported - and refusal 
to do so can only indicate that you are 
soft when it comes to the ‘war against 
terror’. Accordingly then, Bush and 
Blair have defied world opinion and 
rejected all calls for an immediate 
ceasefire. Instead, the proposed US- 
UK draft resolution for the UN secu¬ 
rity council calls for the “phased 
introduction” of an “international se¬ 
curity force” in south Lebanon, the 
“reassertion” of Lebanese army con¬ 
trol, the withdrawal and eventual “dis¬ 
arming” of Hezbollah, and “political 
measures” to ensure a ceasefire is 
“sustainable”. 

In other words, an imperialist solu¬ 
tion which sacrifices Lebanon. Some¬ 
thing well understand by Olmert, who 


has stated that he is “not in a hurry” 
for a ceasefire - not until, that is, Ha¬ 
mas has been “defeated” and this 
Bush-Blair-sanctioned “international 
security force” has been duly en¬ 
sconced in southern Lebanon. 

The signs of imperialist things to 
come were made quite explicit in Blair’s 
alarming speech this week to the World 
Affairs Council in America. He told his 
enthralled audience that there is an “arc 
of extremism” right across the Middle 
East, and that events in Lebanon, Iraq, 
Afghanistan, etc represent the playing 
out of an “elemental struggle” about 
the sort of values that would shape 
and determine the “world’s future”. 
Part of this titanic struggle, he contin¬ 
ued, was the battle between “reaction¬ 
ary islam and moderate mainstream 
islam” - and in the case of the Iraq and 
Afghanistan wars, he said, “the ban¬ 
ner was not actually regime change” 
but rather “values change”. As for the 
conflict between Israel and Lebanon, 
the “purpose of the provocation” that 
began it all “was clear”. 

More ominously still, Blair made 
plain imperialism’s intentions: “We 
need to make clear to Syria and Iran 
that there is a choice: come into the 
international community and play by 
the same rules as the rest of us, or be 
confronted.” 

These words are chilling, especial¬ 
ly when we know for a fact that the 
neo-cons in the Pentagon have drawn 
out detailed preparations for a blitz¬ 
krieg on Iran - either through the use 
of tactical nuclear weapons or by a 
massive conventional attack that 
takes out 10,000 targets in one hellish, 
concentrated, 30-minute blow. 

According to the Canadian-based 
Centre for Research on Globalization 

- though other sources could be cited 

- the “launching of an outright war 


using nuclear warheads against Iran 
is now in the final planning stages. 
Coalition partners, which include the 
US, Israel and Turkey, are in an ‘ad¬ 
vanced stage of readiness’. Various 
military exercises have been conduct¬ 
ed, starting in early 2005. In turn, the 
Iranian armed forces have also con¬ 
ducted large-scale military manoeu¬ 
vres in the Persian Guff in December 
in anticipation of a US-sponsored at¬ 
tack. Since early 2005, there has been 
intense shuttle diplomacy between 
Washington, Tel Aviv, Ankara and 
Nato headquarters in Brussels” 
(www.globalresearch.ca). 

Furthermore, the centre informs us: 
“Since late 2004, Israel has been stock¬ 
piling US-made conventional and 
nuclear weapons systems in anticipa¬ 
tion of an attack on Iran. This stock¬ 
piling, which is financed by US 
military aid, was largely completed in 
June 2005. Israel has taken delivery 
from the US of several thousand 
‘smart air-launched weapons’, includ¬ 
ing some 500 ‘bunker-buster bombs, 
which can also be used to deliver tac¬ 
tical nuclear bombs .... 

The website concludes: “A political 
consensus has developed in western 
Europe and North America regarding 
aerial attacks using tactical nuclear 
weapons, without considering their 
devastating implications.” 

Whatever you think of such claims, 
what is certain is that the world has 
become a very dangerous place. Clear¬ 
ly more, much more, is needed than 
protest marches and anti-war cam¬ 
paigns that limit themselves to a cou¬ 
ple of broad slogans. To combat and 
overcome the destruction being un¬ 
leashed by a declining US superimp- 
erialism requires taking up the working 
class programme of democracy • 

Eddie Ford 
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